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Introductory Notes 

For several decades the work of private and voluntary 
organizations (PVOs) has been important to the U.S. 
Government's development assistance program. Initially 
characterized by its humanita~ian and relief focus, more 
recently the Government's collaboration with PVOs has 
concentrated on economic and social development. Since there 
are no easy distinctions to be made between humanitarian, 
relief and development programs, however, and because of the 
very heterogeneity of the voluntary agencies themselves, this 
relationship has never been an easy one to analyze and evaluate 
in any overall sense. Our evaluations were not answering the 
-eal concerns of program planners and policy makers with regard 
to PVO programs. 

It was in the above context that we commissioned Judith Tendler 
to read and review a significant number of evaluations of 
private and voluntary ~~~anizations' programs, evaluations 
carried out by AID officials, third party contractors and PVOs. 
In particular; we asked her to provide us with an analysis and 
recommendations on how we might improve our approach to 
evaluating the work of private and voluntary organizations. As 
the report conveys, she has done an admirable job of analyzing 
the current framework and quality of our evaluations, and she 
has provided us with a number of ideas for the future. In this 
spirit we have decided to share her report rather broadly, 
since it offers provocative and insightful guidance for anyone 
interested in evaluation, especially the evaluation of PVOs. 
In sponsoring and distributing this study, however, our purpose 
was not to draw attention to the pe~formance of particular 
PVOs, but rather to identify some general issues regarding FVOs 
that would help us improve our future evaluation work. To 
serve this purpose, we decided to eliminate the nunierical 
references in the text, following quotations or examples, that 
identified the cited evaluations in the bibliography. We 
retained, however, the listing of all these evaluations in the 
bibliography, as well as all citations in the text of the 
general literature. 

This paper is not intended to be an evaluation of PVOs n:,r of 
AID's support of PVOs, but of' AID's evaluation process itself. 
Some conclusions remain, however, which will trouble a few 
readers. The most intellectually probing evaluations and 
analyses are often the most critical. Good evaluations must 
surface both the strengths and weaknesses of an activity if 
real learning is to take place. This is as it should l-,e. We 
stress, however, that the judgme~~ts implied throughout the 
paper are not meant to be definitive AID judgments, but they 
are suggestive of further inquiry by the PVO comnu:i!ty as well 
as by AID and other donors. 



We look forward to participating in the inevitably stimulating 
and thoughtful dialogue that Judith Tendlerls paper will 
produce. We are convinced that it will ultimately result in a 
better understanding of the major contribution that private and 
voluntary organizations have made over the years to 
international development. 

Julia Chang ~ L 6 c h  
kssistant Administrator 
for Food for Psace and 
Voluntary Assistance 



Author ' s  Prerace 

I n  t h e  summer of 1981, A I D ' S  O f f i c e s  of P r i v a t e  6 Voluntary 
Cooperat ion (PVC) and Program 6 !Aanagement Support  (PMS) asked m e  t o  
spend two weeks i n  Washington r ead ing  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  of PVO p r o j e c t s  
i n  t h e i r  f i l e s - - u i t h  t h e  i d e a  of  i d e n t i f y i n g  i s s u e s  of importance and 
making sugges t ions  as t o  how t o  improve t h e  a n a l y t i c  q u a l i t y  and t h e  
p o l i c y  r e l evance  of f u t u r e  e v a l u a t i o n s .  The e v a l u a t i o n s  were of a l l  
types--undertaken o r  c o n t r a c t e d  ou t  by PVC/PMS, by t h e  A I D  r e g i c n a l  
bureaus  o r  miss ions ,  o r  by t h e  PVOs themselves.  

The f i n d i n g s  Jn  t h e  r e p o r t  are based on t h e  75 e v a l u a t i o n s  and 
o t h e r  r e l e v a n t  documents I read  (marked w i t h  an  a s t e r i s k  i n  t h e  f i r s t  
p a r t  of t h e  b i b i i o g r a p h y ) ,  on o t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n  f i n d i n g s  and l i t e r a t u r e  
( r e f e r enced  i n  t h e  t e x t  and l i s t e d  i n  t h e  second p a r t  of t h e  b i b l i o g r a p h y ) ,  
and on conve r sa t i ons  w i t h  t e n  AID s t a f f  members, most of whom had worked 
p rev ious ly  f o r  PVOs. My p rev ious  f i e l d  exposure t o  PVO p r o j e c t s  and 
persons  he lped  t o  f i l l  o u t  and check my impress ions .  

I was very  f o r t u n a t e  t o  r e c e i v e  e x c e l l e n t  comments on t h -  f i r s t  
d r a f t  of t h i s  r e p o r t .  Two long  meet ings w i t h  t h e  s t a f f  of PVC and 
PMS were extremely h e l p f u l  and i n t e r e s t i n g .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  Ross Bigelow 
was p a r t i c u l a r l y  h e l p f u l  i n  e x p l a i n i n g  t o  me how e v a l u a t i o n  works i n  
PVC. Tom Fox and J u d i t h  Gilmore spen t  a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  amount of t ime  
r ead ing  t h e  r e p o r t  c a r e f u l l y ,  making w r i t t e n  comments, and going over  
w i t h  m e  t h e i r  comments, d i sagreements ,  and s u g g e s t i o n s  f o r  change. I was 
a l s o  f o r t u n a t e  t o  have t h e  t hough t fu l  comments m d  c r i t i c i s m s  of 
P ie r redwe M i l l e r  of t h e  O f f i c e  of Eva lua t ion .  The comments of t h e s e  
t h r e e  were very much I n  my mind a s  I worked on r e v i s i n g  t h e  r e p o r t .  I 
am s u r e  they  w i l l  s e e  t h e i r  sugges t ions  showing through i n  many p l a c e s ;  
i n  o t h e r s ,  they may con t inue  t o  have misg iv ings .  

F i n a l l y ,  I am most a p p r e c i a t i v e  t o  Robert  Berg, Assoc i a t e  
A s s i s t a n t  Admin i s t r a to r  f o r  Eva lua t ion ,  f o r  t h e  u n s t i n t i n g  moral and 
f i n a n c i a l  suppor t  h e  l e n t  t o  t h i s  effor t - -and t o  J u d i t h  Gilmore, f o r  
be ing  s o  i n t e r e s t e d ,  f o r  s h a r i n g  h e r  many i n s i g h t s  i n t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  w i t h  
me, f o r  doing so  much t o  f a c i l i t a t e  my work, and f o r  be ing  ve ry  demanding. 
My two-week and l a t e r  thrze-day s t a y s  w i th  PVC and PMS were made 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  en joyab le  and p roduc t ive  by t h e  suppor t  and k indness  I 
r ece ived  from everyone wi th  whom T had c o n t a c t .  

A word about t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  o t  t h e  r e p o r t .  The t e x t  is a  d i s -  
cus s ion  of  t h e  i s s u e s  I b e l i e v e  t o  b e  important  f o r  f u t u r e  e v a l u a t i o n s  of 
PVOs and inc ludes ,  where p o s s i b l e ,  ques t i ons  and o t h e r  sugges ted  approaches 
t h a t  e v a l u a t o r s  might u se  t o  add re s s  t he se  i s s u e s .  These sugges t ions  



a r e  repea ted  i n  an  appendix of "Suggestions t o  Evalua tors , "  a long  wi th  
a d d i t i o n a l  sugges t ions ,  n o t  i n  t h e  t e x t ,  t h a t  fo l l ow  from t h e  i s s u e s  
d i s cus sed  t h e r e .  A s e c ~ n d  appendix i s  a s e t  of sugges t ions  t o  t h e  
o f f i c e s  of PVC and PVS, a t  t h e i r  r e q u e s t ,  about  how they  might go 
about  improving t h e  process  of p lannlng  f o r  and execut ing  e v a l u a t i o n s .  
The b ib l iog raphy  i s  d iv ided  i n t o  two p a r t s :  t h e  f i r s t  l i s t s  a l l  t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n s  and r e l a t e d  cxumen t s  i n  t h e  f i l e s  of PVC, w i t h  a s t e r i s k s  
preceding  t h e  documents I read ;  t i le second l i s ts  o t h e r  m a t e r i a l s  I 
c i t e d  .I t h e  t e x t .  
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Summarv and Conclasions 

With some important exceptions,  p r i v a t e  voluntary  organiza t ions  
(PVOs) desc r ibe  themselves a s  being good a t  reaching t h e  poor, a s  
us ing  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  processes  of p ro jec t  iaplementat ion,  a s  being 
innovat ive  and experimental,  and a s  ca r ry ing  out  t h e i r  p r o j e c t s  a t  
low c o s t .  Large donor and o the r  publ ic-sec tor  organiza t ions ,  they 
say,  tend t o  possess j u s t  t h e  opposi te  set of f ea tu res :  they a r e  
"top-down" r a t h e r  than p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  t h e i r  p r o j e c t s  have d i f f i c u l t y  
reaching t h e  poor, t h e i r  l a rgeness  and bureaucra t i c  procedures 
c o n s t r a i n  experimentation and innovation,  and a l l  t h e s e  q u a l i t i e s  
combine t o  make i t  c o s t l y  and i n e f f e c t i v e  t o  t r y  t o  reach t h e  poor 
through them. Because these  claims about PVOs have no t  been put  t o  
t h e  test  i n  evaluat ion  and resea rch ,  one cannot be s u r e  whether 
they are t r u t h  o r  mystique. 

I f  taken se r ious ly  by eva lua to r s ,  t h e  claims made by PVOs 
could g e t  them i n t o  unnecessary t rouble .  Many otherwise  successful  
PVO p r o j e c t s ,  t h a t  is, may no t  l i v e  up t o  t h e s e  claims.  I n  many 
p r o j e c t s ,  f o r  example, PVOs w i l l  no t  be reaching t h e  poor major i ty ,  
o r  t h e  bottom 40%. Upon inspec t ion ,  moreover, many PVO p r o j e c t s  w i l l  
t u r n  out  no t  t o  be p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  and w i l l  involve  "en1ig;ltened" 
top-down c o n t r o l  by t h e  PVO, sometimes along with c o n t r o l  of dec i s ions  
by l o c a l  e l i t e s .  Many PVO p r o j e c t s ,  furthermore, w i l l  no t  look 
experimental  o r  innovative a t  a l l ,  but  w i l l  i n s t ead  involve t h e  
extens ion of a  known s e r v i c e  approach t o  previous ly  uncovered 
popula t ions .  F i n a l l y ,  many PVOs w i l l  be found t o  be working comple- 
mentar i ly  with public-sector  e n t i t i e s ;  when these  p r o j e c t s  succeed, 
i t  w i l l  be  because t h e  PVO was good a t  doing one t h i n g  w e l l  and t h e  
p u b l i c  s e c t o r ,  another. Many PVO p r o j e c t s ,  i n  sum, w i l l  be  top- 
down, non-part icipatory,  rel iant .  on known techniques,  o r  dependent 
on government. Sorne of these  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be  workin8 w e l l ;  some w i l l  
be  b e n e f i t i n g  t h e  poor. What does one make of t h a t ?  

What PVOs r e f e r  t o  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  processes  a r e  b e t t e r  
descr ibed,  f o r  a  l a r g e  subset  of t h e i r  p r o j e c t s ,  a s  decen t ra l i zed  
decisionmaking by PVOs and/or l d c a l  elites. For c e r t a i n  types of 
p r o j e c t s ,  such c o n t r o l  w j t l  no t  prevent  enjoyment of b e n e f i t s  by t h e  
poor. For o t h e r  p r o j e c t  types ,  l o c a l - e l i t e  c o n t r o l  - w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  
less b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  poor than w i l l  a  more c e n t r a l i z e d  p r o j e c t ,  o r  a  
top-down donor s t y l e .  Three types  of p r o j e c t s  and p r o j e c t  r e s u l t s  
a r e  p o s s i b l e  when l o c a l  e l i t e s  a r e  i n  con t ro l  (examples fol low):  
(1) a c t i v i t i e s  o r  s e r v i c e s  i n  which a c o n f i i c t  between the  i n t e r e s t s  
of  t h e  eli tes and t h e  poor i s  inherent ;  (2) t h e  opposi te  case  where 
e l i tes  w i l l  he lp  t h e  poor simply by help ing themselves; and, f i n a l l y ,  
(3) t h e  in termedia te  case  where t h e r e  Is l i t t l e  c o n f l i c t  between 
e l i t e s  and poor i n t e r e s t s  - i f  t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  designed i n  a  c e r t a i n  way. 



Under systems of l o c a l - e l i t e  con t ro l ,  t he  poor tend not  t o  
b e n e f i t  when scarce ,  d i v i s i b l e  goods a r e  involved, and where use by 
a  few means t h a t  l i t t l e  w i l l  be l e f t  over f o r  t h e  rest. P r o j e c t s  
providing production inpu t s  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e  a r e  a good example of t h i s  
problem--seeds, f e r t i l i z e r ,  machinery s e r v i c e s ,  c r e d i t .  Other examples 
a r e  d i v i s i b l e  goods t h a t  only the  be t ter -off  can afford-- individual  
water  and e l e c t r i c i t y  connections,  c r e d i t  f o r  l a r g e  l i v e s t o c k ,  advice 
about perennia l  crop investments. I f  "par t ic ipa t ion1 '  t u r n s  out  t o  be 
c o n t r o l  by l o c a l  e l i t e s ,  i n  o t h e r  words, then i t  may - n o t  be as soc ia ted  
with a  g r e a t e r  reaching of t h e  poor f o r  c e r t a i n  kinds of p r o j e c t s .  
I n  these  p r o j e c t s ,  then,  one might be more concerned than i n  o t h e r s  
about t h e  r ep resen ta t ion  and power of poor groups i n  decisionmaking. 

I a  t h e  second group of p r o j e c t s ,  e l i t e s  must he lp  t h e  poor - 
i n  o rde r  t o  he lp  themselves. Extreme examples a r e  e r a d i c a t i o n  of 
contagious d i s e a s e s  i n  humans and animals; e l i t e s  cannot p r o t e c t  
themselves from d i s e a s e  by vacc ina t ing  t h e i r  animals o r  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  
only. S imi la r  examples a r e  community o r  "col lec t ive"  goods l i k e  
churches, soccer  f i e l d s ,  foo tpa ths  o r  feeder  roads;  use  by t h e  privi leged 
few does n o t  leave  less l e f t  over f o r  use  by o the r s ,  and convenience 
and custom usua l ly  do not  permit d e n i a l  of access  o r  u s e r  charges. 
I n  these  cases ,  one might f ee lemore  conf ident  t h a t ,  d e s p i t e  decis ion-  
making by e l i t e s ,  b e n e f i t s  would be shared by a l l .  

Education and h e a l t h  can be placed i n  t h e  in te rmedia te  categoly 
defined above. Because e l i t e s  a r e  few i n  number a t  l o c a l  l e v e l s ,  
including the  poor i n  a  p r o j e c t  he lps  achieve t h e  numbers necessary t o  
j u s t i f y  a  school o r  a  h e a l t h  c l i n i c .  A t  t h e  same time, e l i t e  con t ro l  
of p r o j e c t  design i n  these  cases  may r e s u l t  i n  l e s s  broad-based 
f a c i l i t i e s  than a r e  possible--secotidary education ins tead  of primary, 
c u r a t i v e  h e a l t h  ca re  ins tead  of prevent ive  (and, a s  an example 
from another  s e c t o r ,  ind iv ldua l  water  connections ins tead  of community 
s tandpipes) .  I n  these  cases ,  a  top-down approach t o  p r o j e c t  design 
may r e s u l t  i n  b e t t e r  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  than "pa r t i c ipa t ion"  i n  
t h e  form of l o c a l - e l i t e  decisionmaking. 

The dichotomy of top-down - vs .  bottom-up decisionmaking, i n  
sum, is a  spur ious  one. It misspec i f i e s  l o c a l - e l i t e  c o n t r o l  a s  
p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  thus  leaving no d i s t i n c t i o n  between such a  c a s e  and 
one of g e n ~ 4 - - ? ~  represen ta t ive  decisionmaking. And it mistakenly 
assumos ~sdt  loca l - l eve l  c o n t r o l  is synonomous with favorable  b e n e f i t  
d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  r ega rd less  of the  type of p r o j e c t .  The s i t u a t i o n ,  
however, i s  more complex--with l o c a l  c o n t r o l  sometimes g iv ing  b e t t e r  
b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s ,  l e t  a lone  e f f e c t i v e  p r o j e c t s ,  and sometimes 
not .  



A s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by the  evaluations,  there  a r e  various posslble  
re la t ionships  between PVOs and governments i n  t he  countries where 
pro jec t s  take place. These re la t ionships ,  i n  b r i e f ,  f a l l  i n to  t he  
following categories:  (1) complementarity; (2) t he  f i l l i n g  of 
"unoccupied" t e r r i t o r y  by t he  PVO; (3) rep l ica t ion  o r  di f fusion by 
government; (4) takeover by government; (5) PVO competition with o r  
subs t i tu t ion  of what government is  already doing; and (6) PVO 
brokerage between the  poor and government e n t i t i e s .  

PVOs and t h e i r  supporters have made the  case t ha t  PVOs a r e  
b e t t e r  a t  ce r t a in  tasks  than Large donors and other  public-sector 
e n t i t i e s .  The quest f o r  t he  essence of PVO uniqueness has tended 
t o  obscure the  f a c t ,  i n  evaluations,  t h a t  t he  cvtcome of many PVO 
pro jec t s  is pa r t l y  dependent on t h e i r  re la t ionsh ip  t o  the  public 
sec tor .  A project  may succeed not only because t he  PVO is doing its 
pa r t  well,  but a l so  because there  i s  a government e n t i t y  doing its 
pa r t  well.  Why is i t  tha t  the  i n t e r r e l a t i on  sometimes works, and 
sometimes does not? 

Succef~sful PVQ p t ~ j e c t s  and s t r a t e g i e s  t h a t  a r e  picked up by 
government can be taken a s  a sign,  perhaps, of PVOs having been 
experimentai and innovative. These cases where government "takes over," 
however, may i n  some cases be  b e t t e r  characterized a s  PVOs having 
introduced - known techniques i n to  arcao where t he  public sec tor  was 
not yet present--as PVOs having been a precursor of government. 

A f i n a l  reason f o r  t he  importance of looking a t  PVO-government 
r e l a t i ons  i n  evaluation is tha t  t h i s  is an a rea  where t he  po t en t i a l  
f o r  impact of PVO ass i s tance  on the  poor is  great .  Because funds 
expended through most PVO projects  a r e  small i n  r e l a t i on  t o  those of 
t he  public sec tor  o r  l a rge  donors, such pro jec t s  usually cannot be 
expected t o  a f f e c t  a s i gn i f i can t  perceutage of t he  population. Yet 
s ince  PVOs have been chosen as  an a l t e r n a t i v e  conduit f o r  a par t  of 
U.S. development ass is tance,  some j u s t i f i c a t i o n  on the  grounds of 
impact i s  necessary. When a PVO project  serves  as a f i r s t  s tage  t o  
government takeover o r  amplification,  t h i s  represents  an important 
ins tance of impact. 

b 

Takeover by government w i l l  not  always be appreciated by t h e  
P'tO o r  its funders, s ince  t h i s  may mean the  end of PYO operations 
i n  a pa r t i cu l a r  place,  o r  simply unpleasant re la t ionships .  What's 
good f o r  t he  PVO, i n  other  words, may not always be good f o r  maximizing 
its impact on benef ic iar ies .  Conversely, what's gaod f o r  impact mag 
not always be good f o r  t he  PVO. PVO evaluators a f t en  look a t  t he  
growth of the  PVO as an end i n  i t se l f - - regardless  of the  e f f ec t  of 
t h a t  organizational growth on the  area  where i t  operates. Takeover 
by government, i n  sum, should be evaluated f o r  i t s  posi t ive ,  and not 
only negative, implications. 



v i i  

Out of t h e  ques t ions  and c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n s  discussed i n  t h i s  
paper emerges a conception of PVOs and what they do t h a t  i s  d i s t i n c t  
from t h e  p reva i l ing  mythology. Though t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  image may be 
less noble,  i t  a l s o  may prove t o  be a f a i r e r  way of measuring what 
P'JOs have accomplished and thus  a b e t t e r  guide f o r  evaluat ion.  Though 
t h e  e l abora t ion  of such an a l t e r n a t i v e  model r e q u i r e s  more eva lua t ion  
information than is now a v a i l a b l e ,  a f i r s t  at tempt has  been made 
here--based on evaluat ion  work done s o  f a r ,  and t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on 
PVOs. The work of PVOs may b e s t  be  cha rac te r i zed  a s  expanding o r  
improving under e x i s t i n g  techniques of  de l ive ry  of pub l i c  se rv ices .  
I n  many cases ,  successful  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  involve a s t y l e  t h a t  i s  
top-down, though enlightened,  and decent ra l ized .  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  may 
o r  may no t  be involved, I n  c e r t a i n  cases ,  moreover, PVOs may be  
success fu l  more a s  precursors  t o  government than a s  innovators .  

F ina l ly ,  PVOs w i l l  i n  many cases  b e  providing a s e r v i c e  t o  
l o c a l  eli tes t h a t  was previous ly  not  a v a i l a b l e ,  thereby con t r ibu t ing  
tc t h e  economic development of a region.  They w i l l  n o t ,  i n  these  
cases ,  b e  reaching t h e  ( r e l a t i v e )  poor d i r e c t l y .  They may be reaching 
t h e  poor i n d i r e c t l y ,  however, through spread e f f e c t s ;  o r ,  t h e  economic 
growth consequent upon t h e i r  a c t i o n s  may worsen, r a t h e r  than improve, 
t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n .  I n  these  cases ,  PVOs w i l l  be  p r a c t i c i n g  a 
community-level vers ion  of trickle-down o r  non-targeted approaches t o  
development--just what PVOs and o t h e r s  have c r i t i c i z e d  t h e  l a r g e  donors 
f o r .  I f  PVOs a r e  e f f e c t i v e  a t  providing t h i s  c l a s s  of s e r v i c e s ,  t o  
c l i e n t s  t h a t  a r e  n o t  poor but  are no t  y e t  serviced,  are they o r  AID 
w i l l i n g  t o  accept  t h i s  as success? 



I - In t roduct ion  

When they t a l k  about evaluat ion ,  p r i v a t e  voluntary  organiza t ions  

(PVOs) and t h e i r  funders say t h a t  PVOs a r e  very d i f f e r e n t ,  one from 
B 

t h e  o t h e r .  This  he terogenei ty ,  they say,  makes it  d i f f i c u l t  .L t o  evaluate  
*J 

PVOs and make comparative s ta tements  about t h e i r  performance. Some 

PVOs a r e  r e l i g i o u s  organiza t ions ,  f o r  example, and o t h e r s  are no t .  

Some provide t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  spec ia l i zed  a r e a s  l i k e  bus iness  

management o r  l ives tock ,  while o t h e r s  he lp  communities t o  express  

t h e i r  needs and organize f o r  meeting them. The charac te r  of some PVOs 

was developed through work i n  d i r a s t e r  r e l i e f ;  o t h e r s  have provided 

a s s i s t a n c e  under less press ing  circumstances, i n  a r e a s  l i k e  d i s e a s e  

e rad ica t ion ,  c r e d i t  f o r  small bus inesses ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  suppork f o r  

"disabledtt gruups l i k e  l e p e r s ,  orphans, a l coho l i c s .  Given t h i s  a r ray  

of a c t i v i t i e s  and o rgan iza t iona l  types ,  i t  does seem t h a t  PVOs may 

be  too  d i v e r s e  t o  be evaluated according t o  some common s tandard .  Indeed, 

t h e  only theme common t o  a l l  of them may be the  sameness of t h e i r  

claim t h a t  he terogenei ty  makes eva lua t ion  d i f f i c u l t .  

A f t e r  l i s t e n i n g  awhile t o  t h e  way PVOs t a l k  about what they do, 

and reading what they write, one f i n d s  t h a t  s i x  o r  seven common themes 

emerge, i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  he terogenei ty .  The sameness of t h e s e  s e l f -  

c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n s  is s t r i k i n g ,  p r e c i s e l y  because PVOs and t h e i r  

a c t i v i t k e s  a r e  s o  d iverse .  Because these  common themes ( l i s t e d  below) 

tu rn  out  t o  be e a s i l y  t e s t e d  hypotheses, they se rve  a s  a good s t a r t i n g  



point  f o r  th inking about how t o  eva lua te  PVO p r o j e c t s .  A t  t h e  same 

t i m e ,  t hese  se l f -desc r ip t ions  a l s o  confuse t h e  t a s k  of evaluat ion:  

though they p lay  an important o rgan iza t iona l  r o l e  a s  a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h ,  

de f in ing  PVO i d e a l s  and i n s p i r i n g  commitment, they a r e  o f t e n  inaccura te  

o r  incomplete as explanat ions  f o r  why PVOs do b e t t e r  on some occasions 

and worse on o the r s .  Put t o  t h e  test of t h e i r  own se l f -desc r ip t ions ,  

i n  f a c t ,  PVOs may sometimes not  look a s  good as they deserve. 

Ely d iscuss ion of PVOs i s  organized around t h e  way they t a l k  about 

themselves. To s t a r t ,  I suggest  how t h e  se l f -desc r ip t ions  of those  PVOs 

reviewed could be converted i n t o  ques t ions  s u i t a b l e  f o r  eva lua t ion  of PVO 

p r o j e c t s .  I then t r y  t o  show, i n  Sect ions  I1 through V,  how t h e  s e l f -  

desc r ip t ions  tend t o  obscure some o the r  ques t ions  needing exp lo ra t ion  i n  PVO 

evaluat ions ,  and what form these  o the r  ques t ions  should take .  F i n a l l y ,  

I present  some a d d i t i o n a l  po in t s  about eva lua t ion  i n  Section V I :  

what evaluat ion  means f o r  t h e  o rgan iza t iona l  l i v e s  of t h e  PVOs, how 

evaluat ion  should be  s t r u c t u r e d ,  and how t h e  eva lua to r s  should be  

i n s t r u c t e d .  

The a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h  

The common themes of t h e  PVO se l f -desc r ip t ions  a r e  presented 
- - 

below. Some of t h e  themes are d i f f e r e n t  ways 

o r  a r e  l o g i c a l  conclusions of them; I present  

they r a i s e  s e p a r a t e  ques t ions  f o r  evaluat ion .  

. . 

of saying t h e  o t h e r s ,  

them separa te ly  because 

Because t h e  themes a r e  



w e l l  known t o  PVOs and those  who work with them,' I o u t l i n e  then he re  

only b r i e f l y ,  s o  a s  t o  move on t o  a  d i scuss ion  of t h e i r  impl ica t ions  

f o r  evaluat ion .  It should be noted t h a t  n o t  a l l  PVOs would subscr ibe  

t o  a11 t h e  se l f -desc r ip t ions  presented below; I w i l l  t r y  t o  point  ou t  

some exceptions.  

1. Reaching t h e  poor. PVOs say t h a t  they have had long experience 

working with t h e  poor, and are t h e r e f o r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  capable of 

ca r ry ing  out  t h e  New Di rec t ions '  ob jec t ives  of t a r g e t i n g  development 

a s s i s t a n c e  on t h e  poor--a judgment t h a t  is  r a t i f i e d  i n  t h e  New 

Di rec t ions '  mandate of t h e  U.S. Congress. PVOs c o n t r a s t  t h e i r  "comparative 

advantage" i n  reaching t h e  poor t o  the  inadequacies of l a r g e  donor 

organiza t ions ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  AID,  and third-world bureaucracies.  

These organiza t ions ,  they say,  have less experience wi th  t h e  poor and 

only a  spo t ty  record of commitment t o  them. 

2 .  P a r t i c i p a t i o n .  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  of t h e  poor i n  decisionmaking, some - 
PVOs say,  i s  a  d i s t i n c t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e i r  p r o j e c t s .  The only 

way t h a t  t h e  b e n e f i t s  of development programs can reach t h e  poor, i n  

tu rn ,  is s a i d  t o  be through a  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  process i n  which t h e  poor 

make dec i s ions  about what they want and how they w i l l  go about g e t t i n g  

i t .  (A s i g n i f i c a n t  exception t o  t h i s  theme are some PVOs t h a t  supply 

t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  and c r e d i t  t o  bus iness  e n t e r p r i s e s ,  and the  

'see, f o r  example, Sfimmer (1977) and Coombs (1981). 



organ iza t ions  providing a  h ighly  spec ia l i zed  s e r v i c e  X k e  malar ia  

e r a d i c a t i o n ,  o r  serv ing  a  d i s t i n c t  and small c l i e n t  group, l i k e  

l e p e r s .  ) 

3. Process  vs .  outcome. A s  a  d i r e c t  consequence of t h e  above, PVOs 

say t h a t  t h e i r  main con t r ibu t ion  is not  t h e  execution of p a r t i c u l a r  

t a s k s ,  b u t  t h e  implementing of a  process through which poor people 

l e a r n  t o  ga in  c o n t r o l  over  t h e i r  l i v e s .  PVO p r o j e c t s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

cannot b e  judged by t h e  output  measures of t r a d i t i o n a l  evalua t ions .  

PVOs f e e l  t h a t  t h e  emphasis on process is d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  

"dominant ideology" about economic development--adhered t o  by governments, 

l a r g e  donors and development economists--which looks f o r  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  

form of growth i n  output  and o t h e r  phys ica l  measures. The poor usua l ly  

do not  b e n e f i t ,  t h e  PVOs say ,  from t h e  growth achievements s o  valued 

by t h e  " d e v e l o p m e n t s l i s t ~ . ' ~  Th i s  PVO emphasis on process ,  and t h e  

c o n t r a s t i n g  of i t  t o  t h e  way l a r g e  donors th ink ,  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  t h e  

PVO f e a r  of having t h e i r  p r o j e c t s  evaluated by "outs iders ."  

4 .  The p u b l i c  s e c t o r .  A f o u r t h  theme of PVOs, based on t h e  l a t t e r  two, 

c o n t r a s t s  PVO working s t y l e s  t o  those  of t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

l a r g e  donors. PVOs work "people-to-people," they say ,  whereas l a r g e  

donors e s t a b l i s h  govarnment-to-government working r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

Like l a r g e  donors, i n  t u r n ,  third-world governments a r e  s a i d  t o  work 

through l a r g e  b t r e a u c r a t i c  o rgan iza t ions ,  which i n  many c a s e s  a r e  too  



cor rup t ,  uncommitted, o r  i n e f f i c i e n t  t o  reach poor people. 

Because PVOs a r e  committed t o  people r a t h e r  t h a r  governments, 

organiza t ions ,  o r  physica l  outputs ,  they can achieve th ings  f o r  poor 

people t h a t  no amount of money channeled through the  pub l i c  s e c t o r  

can. That money cannot do t h e  job is a c o r o l l a r y  theme of PVBs, and 

a b a s i s  f o r  t h e i r  c r i t i c i s m  of l a r g e  donors. More o f t e n  than not ,  

they say,  t h e  l a t t e r  simply throw money a t  problems; t h i s  w i l l  n o t  he lp  

?oar people, who must l e a r n  t o  wres t  those  monies from t h e  hands of 

t h e  more powerful and t o  put  them t o  good use. 

5. F l e x i b i l i t y  and experimentation. A theme r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  above i s  t h a t  

PVOs a r e  a b l e  t o  be f l e x i b l e  and experimental because they are small  

i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  l a r g e  donors, because they a r e  no t  p a r t  of government, 

and because they a r e  n o t  under p ressu re  t o  move l a r g e  amounts of money 

and t o  show f a s t  r e s u l t s .  Thei r  f l e x i b i l i t y  al lows them t o  work on 

t h e  problems of t h e  poor i n  t h e  only way, they be l i eve ,  t h a t  r e s u l c s  

can be obtained.  

6 .  Local i n s t i t u t i o n s .  A s  p r i v a t e  organiza t ions ,  PVOs say they have 

a s p e c i a l  a b i l i t y  t o  work wi th  and s t r eng then  l o c a l  p r i v a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s - -  

thus he lp ing t o  c r e a t e  t h e  p lu ra l i sm of U.S. s o c i e t y  i n  t h e  coun t r i e s  

where they a r e  working. (This theme i s  no t  t r e a t e d  e x p l i c i t l y  i n  my 

t e x t ,  though i t  is i a p l i c i t  i n  much of t h e  d iscuss ion about p r o j e c t  

impact and p a r t i c i p a t i o n . )  



7 ,  Cost.  h f i n a l  theme i s  t h a t  PVOs c2n b e n e f i t  t h e  poor a t  l e s s e r  

c o s t  than l a r g e  public-sector  organizat ions. '  This  is because of t h e i r  

commitaent, t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  draw on voluntary  o r  "underpaid" he lp ,  

and t?!elr freedom from t h e  i n e f f i c i e n c i e s  and l e t h a r g i e s  of l a r g e  

organiza t ions .  

The a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h ,  as presented above, shculd be  read wi th  

a n o t e  of caut ion--par t icu lar ly  those  regarding  "pa r t i c ipa t ion"  and 

"reaching t h e  poor." Some PVOs would d e s c r i t e  themselves a s  t a r g e t i n g  

t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  on groups who may o r  may no t  b e  poor bu t  have s p e c i a l  

needs--the e l d e r l y ,  t h e  d i sab led ,  t h e  d i seased ,  small  businessmen, 

l i v e s t o c k  owners, e t c .  These PVOs s e e  themselves as providing products  

o r  s e r v i c e s ,  t e c h n i c a l  manpower, t r a i n i n g  and t e c h n i c a l  ass is tance--  

r a t h e r  than a s  implanting p a r t i c i p a t o r y  processes  of decisionmaking, 

o r  a s  se rv ing  only t h e  poor. (I r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

l a t e r . )  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  emphasis on "pa r t i c ipa t ion"  and "the poor" 

i n  r ecen t  PVO r h e t o r i c  r e f l e c t s  t o  some e x t e n t  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  used 

by Congress t o  b r i n g  PVOs i n t o  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of U.S. fo re ign  ass is tance--  

i . e . ,  t h e  claim t h a t  PVOs were b e t t e r  a t  reaching t h e  poor, and more 

s u i t e d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  s t y l e  recommended by t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

The PVO r h e t o r i c  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and reaching t h e  poor, i n  o t h e r  

'1 do not  t r 3 a t  t h i s  c la im d i r e c t l y  i n  what fo l lows,  mainly because of 
t h e  l a c k  of d a t a  i n  t h e  eva lua t jons  I read,  and t h e  l ack  of s i g n i f i c a n t  
evidence on t h e  sub jec t  i n  o the r  l i t e r a t u r e  ( l32:4) .  



words, may sometimes r e f l e c t  more what PVOs th ink  they a r e  supposed 

t o  be  l i k e ,  i n  o rde r  t o  q u a l i f y  f o r  New Di rec t ions '  funding, than t h e  

way PVOs would "normally" desc r ibe  what they do. Though t h e  a r t i c l e s  

of f a i t h  may not  accura te ly  desc r ibe  a l l  PVOs, I never the le s s  found them 

a u s e f u l  way of organiz ing  my th inking about PVO p r o j e c t s  and evalua t ions .  

F a i t h  and - evaluat ion  

Looked a t  from t h e  p o i n t  of view of eva lua t ion ,  t h e  PVO 

a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h  can be  r e s t a t e d  a s  a s e t  of ques t ions  t h a t  could be 

asked of a l l  PVO p r o j e c t s ,  most of which could b e  answered without 

comprehensive eva lua t ion  work. Recast i n  t h i s  way, t h e  common themes 

y i e l d  t h e  fol lowing set of i n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  eva lua to r s .  

(1) Locate t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  of t h e  PVO 

e c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  community ( a t  l e a s t  by 

t h i r d s ) .  Elabora te  on how t h e  b e n e f i t s  of t h e  PVO a c t i v i t y  a r e  

d i s t r i b u t e d  among dwel l e r s  i n  t h e  community o r  a r e a  and expla in  why 

they a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  t h a t  way. (2)  Learn t h e  h i s t o r y  of community 

d e c i s i o n s  and a c t s  t h a t  took p lace  up t o  and dur ing  t h e  PVO a c t i v i t y ;  

f i n d  ou t  t o  what e x t e n t  e x i s t i n g  community groups were included i n  

p r o j e c t  decisionmaklng, and t o  what e x t e n t  t h e  poores t  groups par t ic ipa ted--  

t h e  l and les s ,  women, e t h n i c  o r  s o c i a l  ou tcas t  groups, temporary (vs. 

permanent) zo rke r s ,  land t e n a n t s  (vs. owners), smal l  owners (vs. l a r g e  

owners), e t c .  (3) Find ou t  what innovations o r  experimentat ion have 

r e s u l t e d  from t h e  PVO presence. What have been t h e  changes i n  course 



r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  experimental process,  and what were t h e  r e s u l t s  

of t h e s e  changes? (4) Describe how t h e  PVO a c t i v i t y  is  d i f f e r e n t  

from what t h e  government and/or l a r g e  donors a r e  doing i n  t h i s  sec to r .  

(5) Est imate t h e  c o s t  of t h e  a c t i v i t y ,  sepa ra t ing  out  person-hours 

and t h e i r  c o s t s  from o t h e r  con t r ibu t ions ;  use  :his information t o  nake 

cost-per-beneficiary (-per-output o r  -per-input) e s t ima tes ,  and 

compare t h e s e  e s t ima tes  t o  those  f o r  publ ic-scc tor  p r o j e c t s  of a  

s i m i l a r  na tu re .  (Making t hese  e s t ima tes  w i l l  be more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  

some a c t i v i t i e s ,  l i k e  t h e  multi-component p r o j e c t s ,  than f o r  o the r s . )  

Though t3ese i n s t r u c t i o n s  w i l l  he lp  t o  produce needed information 

on PVO p r o j e c t s ,  they w i l l  a l s o  l ead  t o  an incomplete, o r  sometimes 

confused, p i c t u r e .  I f  PVOs are evaluated according t o  t h e i r  claims 

about themselves, t h a t  is, they may emerge from eva lua t ions  looking 

l e s s  favorable  than i f  they a r e  looked a t  according t o  o t h e r  c r i t e r i a .  

C lea r ly ,  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  and b e n e f i t - d i s t r i b u t i o n  measures a r e  of 

prime importance f o r  evaluat ion ,  and some PVOs w i l l  s co re  b e t t e r  i n  

t h e s e  a r e a s  than w i l l  o thers .  But an a l t e r n a t i v e  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  

evaluat ion  of what PVOs are up t o  and a r e  good a t  might show them i n  

a b e t t e r ,  more accura te ,  l i g h t .  

A s  a f i r s t  s t e p  toward de f in ing  an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  PVO 

se l f -desc r ip t ion ,  I would suggest  t h a t  PVO p r o j e c t s  be cha rac te r i zed ,  

f o r  purposes of evaluat ion ,  a s  a t tempts  a t  providing pub l i c  s e r v i c e s  a t  

t h e  community l e v e l .  When they tend t o  be good a t  t h i s  t a s k ,  i t  is  



because of t h e  commitment of t h e i r  s t a f f s ,  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  work 

and l i v e  i n  d i f f i c u l t  cond i t i ons ,  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  i n  working wi th  

modest people,  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  t h i n k  and work smal l ,  and o t h e r  

q u a l i t i e s ,  y e t  t o  be i d e n t i f i e d  by e - ~ a l u a t i o n .  The s i g n s  of s u c c e s s  

of PVO p r o j e c t s  may sometimes b e  found by t h e i r  having been copied by 

t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r ,  o r  swallowed up by i t - -or  by t h e i r  having  set i n  

motion c e r t a i n  sequences t h a t  l e a d  t o  t h e  a m p l i f i c a t i o n  of t h e i r  

succes ses  t o  a r e a s  o u t s i d e  t h e i r  c o n t r o l .  O r ,  i n  some c a s e s ,  t h e i r  

succes ses  may b e  a f u n c t i o n  of t h e i r  having played a b roke r ing  r o l e  

between o u t l y i n g  communities and more c e n t r a l i z e d  p u b l i c  s e r v i c e s  and 

s u b s i d i e s .  Success  w i l l  sometines b e  a  r e s u l t  of t h e i r  having worked 

i n  tandem w i t h  a government e n t i t y ,  which d i d  its p a r t  w e l l  w h i l e  they  

d i d  t h e i r s .  

I n  some c a s e s  of succes s ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by b e n e f i c i a r i e s  w i l l  

have occurred ;  i n  o t h e r  c a s e s  where t h e  poor were reached and t h e i r  

l i v e s  improved, s t r o n g  l o c a l - e l i t e  l e a d e r s h i p  o r  t h e  PVO i t s e l f  

w i l l  h a v e  masterminded t h e  a c t i v i t y ,  w i t h  l i t t l e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  involved.  

I n  s t i l l  o t h e r  c a s e s ,  t h e  d i r e c t  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  of a  PVO p r o j e c t  w i l l  

have been l o c a l  e l i tes  o r  t h e  middle poor ,  a l though perhaps w i t h  

s u b s t s a t i a l  i n d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  o r  trickle-down t o  t h e  lower poor.  I n  

o t h e r  c a s e s ,  t h e  PVO w i l l  have been s u c c e s s f u l  a t  p rovid ing  a s e r v i c e  

t o  t h e  b e t t e r - o f f  members of communities t h a t  was previous ly  no t  a v a i l -  

able--even though no a t tempts  were made t o  reach t h e  poores t  of t h e  



poor, o f t e n  i n  the  major i ty ,  and even though t h e r e  was no spread 

of b e n e f i t s  t o  t h a t  major i ty .  I n  a l l  t h e s e  cases  of success,  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o r  reaching of t h e  r e a l  poor may no t  a c t u a l l y  have 

happened. I n  t h e  next  s e c t i o n ,  I w i l l  p resent  an a l t e r n a t i v e  view of 

what a c t u a l l y  is happening, based i n  p a r t  on examples from the  PVO 

evaluat ions .  



I1 - P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Redefined 

3 V O s  say t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  approaches they use i n  working 

wi th  communities r e s u l t  i n  an improvement i n  t h e  l i v e s  of t h e  poor. 

Thus they are good a t  reaching t h e  poor, they say (with t h e  exceptions 

noted above), because they adhere t o  a s t y l e  of community decisionmaking 

t h a t  i n  i t s e l f  b e n e f i t s  t h e  poor. This  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of what is 

unique t o  t h e  PVO working s t y l e  is b u i l t  t o  a considerable  ex ten t  on 

a d e s c r i p t i o n  of what PVOs a r e  n o t .  PVOs c o n t r a s t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  - 
s t y l e ,  t h a t  is, t o  i ts  a l l e g e d l y  undes i rable  and unsuccessful  opposite-- 

t h e  top-down and uncaring s t y l e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of l a r g e  donors i n  

p a r t i c u l a r  and a l s o  of many third-world bureaucracies.  

The cha rac te r i za t ion  of PVO s t y l e  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  and t h e  

dichotomcus p a i r i n g  of p a r t i c i p a t o r y  ("bottom-up") wi th  "top-down," 

c r e a t e s  confusion f o r  eva lua t ion .  It misses t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some PVO 

successes a t  reaching t h e  poor are based on top-down o r  "outside-in" 

approaches, and i t  assumes a one-to-one c o r r e l a t i o n  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

with improved condi t ions  f o r  t h e  poor. The PVO se l f -desc r ip t ion  a l s o  

makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  exp la in  t h e  cases  where, as i l l u s t r a t e d  below, 

decisionmaking i n  PVO p r o j e c t s  w i l l  look more l i k e  a mix of PVO 

preferences  with those of l o c a l  l e a d e r s  than t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  v i s i o n  

of t h e  a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h .  How can t h e  PVO se l f -desc r ip t ion ,  f i n a l l y ,  

be made compatible with t h e  f a c t  t h a t  p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and 

b e n e f i c i a r i e s  may o f t e n  be  i n  t h e  middle and upper ranges of t h e  income 



d i s t r i b u t i o n  r a t h e r  than among t h e  ~ o c r e s t ?  Evdluation work needs 

t o  go beyond t h e s e  confusions and ask a more d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  s e t  of 

quest  ions.  

Trickle-down and t h e  v i l l a g e  - 
Over t h e  l a s t  few decades, s t u d i e s  by p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s  and 

an th ropo log i s t s  have shown t h a t  what h a s  o f t en  been descr ibed a s  

"pa r t i c ipa t ion"  has  r e a l l y  involved t h e  empowerment of l o c a l  elites-- 

r a t h e r  than represen ta t ive  processes.  Improvements i n  t h e  s t a t u s  of 

the  poor and excluded minor i t i e s ,  moreover, have o f t e n  been t h e  r e s u l t  

of c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  by committed and powerful governments, r a t h e r  than 

of d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  t o  l o c a l  communities, where r u l i n g  el i tes  tended 

t o  neg lec t  o r  exclude t h e  l o c a l  poor.  One example i n  t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e  

is taken from t h e  h i s t o r y  of t h e  U.S. poverty and c i v i l  r i g h t s  programs, 

where advances have been assoc ia ted  wi th  c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of power, and 

where l o c a l  c o n t r o l  has r e su l t ed  i n  set-backs f o r  t h e  poor and 

minor i t i e s .  

A t  t h e  same time t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  sc i ence  and anthropology were 

gaining a b e t t e r  understanding of what "community development" r e a l l y  

looked l i k e ,  development economists and p r a c t i t i o n e r s  were f ind ing  

t h a t  "trickle-down" approaches t o  development d id  not  work, a f ind ing  

h e a r t i l y  agreed t o  by PVOs.  An important companion aspec t  of t h e s e  

l e s sons  learned from government-to-government p r o j e c t s  was t h a t  one 
I 

could not d e f i n e  every person found i n  a  r u r a l  community a s  "poor." 



Even though everyone might r'look" poor, many c c ~ ~ ~ l i t i ~ . ~  turned out  

t o  be d i s t i n c t l y  s t r a t i f i e d  economically and s o c i a l l y .  Indeed, 

t h e r e  were o f t e n  s t rong  c o n f l i c t s  of i n t e r e s t  between t h e  poores t  poor 

and those  who were b e t t e r  off--between small  landcwners and t enan t s ,  

between l a n d l e s s  workers and smal l  farmers,  e t c .  It could not  be 

assumed, i n  o t h e r  words, t h a t  v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s  a c t i n g  on behalf  of t h e  

community would always make dec i s ions  i n  t h e  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  

poorest--because many such dec i s ions  would, by d e f i n i t i o n ,  be  a g a i n s t  

t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of those  b e t t e r  o f f .  One a l s o  could riot assume, i t  was 

learned,  t h a t  s e r v i c e s  provided by development p r o j e c t s  and organized 

a t  t h e  community level--potable water ,  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n ,  h e a l t h ,  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  inpu t s ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t ,  t echn ica l  assistance--would 

always b e n e f i t  t h e  poor. More o f t e n  than n o t ,  t h e s e  s e r v i c e s  d id  no t  

spread below t h e  upper ranges of t h e  r u r a l  income d i s t r i b u t i o n .  

Thus trickle-down a t  t h e  community l e v e l ,  i n  t h e  form o f  c o n t r o l  by 

l s c a l  e l i t e s ,  could be j u s t  a s  u n r e l i a b l e  a s  at t h e  na t iona l  &el .  

Although PVOs a r e  ardent  suppor te r s  of t h e  c r i t i q u e  of t r i m l : l e -  

down, they cont inue  t o  t a l k  of the  poor t h a t  they work with i n  an 

u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  way, a s  i f  ob l iv ious  t o  t h e  community-level ve r s ion  

of  t h e  trickle-down problem. PVOs w i l l  admit,  a t  t imes, t h a t  they 

a r e  not  reaching a lowest s t ra tum of t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n .  But 

they c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h i s  poorest  s t ra tum a s  occupying only a minori ty 

p o s i t i o n  a t  t h e  bottom of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  These "hard-core" cases ,  



they  say ,  r e q u i r e  a  wel fare  approach t h a t  only t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  can 

f inance  and manage, a  po in t  I r e t u r n  t o  l a t e r .  S u f f i c e  it  t o  say 

h e r e  t h a t  t h e  l a r g e  donors and t h e i r  reseazch programp have discovered 

t h a t  t h e s e  poor no t  only orcupy much more of t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  

than t a s  previously understood, bu t  t h a t  t h e i r  very  prominence makes a  

wa i fa re  approech t o  them unfeas ib le .  The most r e c e n t  th inking i n  

development a s s i s t a n c e ,  i n  sum, has  focused on ways t o  incorpora te  

t h e s e  poor i n t o  t h e  economy through development o r  income-generating 

projec ts - - ra ther  than on t h e  poor a s  o b j e c t s  of wel fare .  Clear ly ,  

t h e r e  is a l a r g e  gap between t h e  d i scover i e s  of large-donor r e sea rch  

and eva lua t ions  and t h e  embodiment of t h e s e  d i s c o v e r i e s  i n  p r o j e c t s .  

I n  t h i s  l a t t e r  a r e a ,  the  l a r g e  donors s t i l l  have a long way t o  go. 

The evolu t ion  i n  th ink ing  and re sea rch  around t h e  i s s u e s  of 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  community-level v a r i a t i o n s  of trickle-down, and who 

t h e  poor a r e ,  provides a good background f o r  eva lua t ing  what PVOs 

a r e  doing. I n  t h e  r e s t  of t h i s  Chapter,  t h e  i s s u e  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

and b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i l l  be looked a t  more c l o s e l y ,  whi le  t h e  

ma t t e r  of t h e  poores t  w i l l  be  taken up i n  t h e  chap te r  fol lowing.  



PVOs a s  enlightened ou t s ide r s  

A s  a f i r s t  s t e p  toward a more accura te  view of how PVOs work, 

I would break down the  process usua l ly  charac ter ized  i n  eva lua t ions  

a s  "pa r t i c ipa to ry"  i n t o  t h r e e  d i f f e r e n t  processes:  (1) genuine 

rep resen ta t ive ,  (2) top-down "sens i t ive"  PVO, and (3) l o c a l - e l i t e  

decisionmaking. Some p r o j e c t s  may combine elements of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

two wi th  one o r  th ree ,  but  one and t h r e e  w i l l  no t  be found togeLher. 

Note t h a t  t h i s  cha rac te r i za t ion  says  nothing a.bout t h e  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of t h e  project-- i .e . ,  whether t h e  poor a r e  reached o r  not--and nothing 

about whether t h e  p r o j e c t s  i n  any p a r t i c u l a r  category a r e  good o r  

bad. 

Category one is  se l f -explanatory .  It means t h a t  the  poorest  

groups, o r  t h e  poor major i ty ,  a r e  f u l l y  represented i n  decisionmaking, 

and have a power over dec i s ions  i n  proport ion t o  t h e i r  numbers. I 

would expect t o  f i n d  t h a t  many PVO p r o j e c t s  would not  f i t  t h i s  category,  

based on t h e  evidence from e x i s t i n g  PVO evaluat ions ,  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  

and my own f i e l d  experience--evidence t h a t  i s  presented momentarily. 

Category two covers those community involvements by PVOs t h a t  a r e  top- 

down, based on s e n s i t i v e  consu l t a t ion  and i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th  those  t o  

be a f f e c t e d  by t h e  p ro jec t .  Category t h r e e  w i l l  be  discussed i n  a 

subsequent s e c t i o n  below. Sefore  focusing on what d i f f e r e n c e  i t  makes 

t o  eva lua t ion  t o  cha rac te r i ze  c e r t a i n  PVO p r o j e c t s  t h i s  way, I present  

some examples from the  PVO eva lua t ions  of p r o j e c t s  usua l ly  described 



a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  and which I would sugges t  t h ink ing  about i n  a 

d i f f e r e n t  way. 

A s u c c e s s f u l  smal l  bus ines s  e n t e r p r i s e  p r o j e c t  i n  Upper Vol ta  

was conceived and designed wi thout  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of c l i e n t  g.:oups. 

( P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  implementatfon may have been g r e a t e r  than  i n  t h e  

des ign  s t a g e . )  I n  Souch Korea, a  community development program was 

s u c c e s s f u l l y  c a r r i e d  out  a t  a  t i m e  when t h e  government would no t  

t o l e r a t e  t h e  format ion  of l o c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  independent of t h e  

government. V i l l a g e  d e c i s i o n s  were c l e a r l y  be ing  made by l o c a l  

e l i t e s  and t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of t h e  poor was s l i g h t ,  because of t h e  pa t ron-  

c l i e n t  r e l a t i o n  between e l i tes  and poor.  I n  another  community development 

program i n  Egypt, t h e  e v a l u a t o r  found t h a t  t h e  PVO was doing a l l  

t h e  p lanning  and n e g o t i a t i n g  wi thout  even minimal v i l l a g e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  

With r e s p e c t  t o  some of t h e  PVO a c t i v i t i e s ,  moreover, 

t h e r e  was l i t t l e  evidence  t h a t  v i l l a g e r s  even approved of  them. 

The e v a l u a t i o n  of a r u r a l  p o t a b l e  water  p r o j e c t  i n  Tun i s i a  found 

t h a t  t h e  PVO designed t h e  7 r o j e c t s  wi thout  consu l t i ng  t h e  u s e r  group 

and presented  i t s  p roposa l s  t o  t h e  government on a " take  o r  l e a v e  

it" bas i s ,  I n  ano the r  po tab le  water  p r o j e c t  ia South Korea, 

a  p r o j e c t  committee was e s t a b l i s h e d  a t  t h e  community l e v e l  bu t  d e c i s i o n s  

were made by t h e  county government, I n  a  r u r a l  

e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  P h i l i p p i n e s ,  t h e  boards of d i r e c t o r s  

of l o c a l  coope ra t ives  were dominated by government employees, businessmen, 



suga r  p l a n t e r s ,  lawyers  and accountants ;  s k i l l e d  workers,  r u r a l  

workers o r  smal l  fa rmers  were n o t  represented ,  

I n  an E l  Salvador  coope ra t ive  p r o j e c t ,  many fa rmers  jo ined  

t h e  coop only s o  they could g e t  acces s  t o  t h e  c r e d i t ;  they d i d  n o t  

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  o rgan iza t ion .  I n  an  Ecuador community h e a l t h  

p r o j e c t ,  t h e  c o r n u n i t i e s  wanted h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s  very much, bu t  were n o t  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  o rgan iz ing  t o  o b t a i n  them, and hence t h e  p r o j e c t  f a i l e d .  

I n  t h e  South Korea program mentioned above, t h e  PVO accomplishment 

!-as s a i d  t o  have been t h e  p rov i s ion  t o  fa rmers  of s k i l l s  and experie.nce 

t h a t  they  would need t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  and b e n e f i t  from modernizat ion.  

Even though t h c  p r o j e c t  descr ibed  i t s e l f  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  and community- 

development o r i e n t e d ,  people interviewed i . i ~  t h e  p r o j e c t  communities 

app rec i a t ed  t h e  PVO a c t i v i t i e s  very  much b u t ,  a t  t h e  same time, saw 

them as having been provided by  outsider^.'^ 

Another example comes from a  community development program 

i n  Bangladesh, where PVO s t a f f  and v i l l a g e r s  f e l t  t h a t  v i l lage-based  

programs of need i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  took too  much time. Donors 

and v i l l a g e r s  a l i k e ,  moreover, c o n s t a n t l y  pressured  PVO s t a f f  t o  

come up wi th  something v i s i b l e  r i gh t  away. The most committed s t a f f  

members, f i n a l l y ,  were a g a i n s t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  approach because 

they wanted t o  "do something" be fo re  t h e i r  terms expi red .  It is 

n o t  s u r p r i s i n g ,  t hen ,  t h a t  t h e  community-organization component of 

t h i s  community-development prograu was i ts  weakest ,  wh i l e  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  



programs were t h e  s e c t o r - s p e c i f i c  ones,  l i n k e d  t o  v a r i o u s  se rv i ce -  

d e l i v e r y  programs of d i f f e r e n t  governmental m i n i s t r i e s .  Indeed,  

i n  f a c e  of t h e  absence of v i l l a g e  o rgan iza t ions ,  t h e  community-organization 

department of t h e  p r o j e c t  ceased t o  e x i s t  as such and went i n t o  ano the r  

activity--non-formal educa t ion .  

I n  t h e  South Korea program noted above, a f t e r  o rgan iz ing  

t o  d e f i n e  needs,  v i l l a g e r s  decided t h a t  what they  wanted most were 

p u b l i c  works p r o j e c t s .  But t h e  PVO wanted them t o  do p r o j e c t s  i n  

medical  insurance ,  h e a l t h ,  n u t r i t i o n ,  c h i l d  c a r e  and women. I n  a  

Ghana community development p r o j e c t ,  s i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  v i l l a g e r s  and 

t h e  PVO f i e l d  s t a f f  i t s e l f  wanted t h e  PVO t o  p rov ide  t e c h n i c a l  

in format ion  about  f a m i n g ,  b u t  PVO managers wanted t o  b u i l d  up a 

p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  need - iden t i f i ca t ion  process ,  I n  a  L a t i n  American 

community development p r o j e c t  working wi th  v i l l a g e  women, t h e  women 

decided they  wanted t o  be t augh t  how t o  c roche t  and k n i t  b u t  t h e  

PVO l e a d e r s  t r i e d  t o  i n t e r e s t  them i n  l e a r n i n g  about  n u t r i t i o n  i n s t e a d .  

I n  a Yemen community development p r o j e c t ,  t h e  PVO's g i v i n g  i n  t o  

p re fe rences  expressed by community o rgan iza t ions  was s a i d  by t h e  

e v a l u a t o r  t o  have r e s u l t e d  i n  badly  thought-out p r o j e c t s  and unwise 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  p ro j ec t s .  Th i s  

respons iveness  of PVO s t a f f  t o  community p re fe rences ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  

s a i d ,  meant t h a t  they were too  vulnerable  t o  day-to-day p o l i t i c a l  

p r e s s u r e s  from t h e  community. l i n a l l y ,  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of a  community 



h e a l t h  program i n  Ecuador commented t h a t  because t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

approach was s o  slow and d i f f i c u l t ,  cons iderably  l e s s  v i l l a g e s  were 

reached by t h e  program than had been a n t i c i p a t e d ,  

A l l  t h e  above examples were taken  from p r o j e c t s  desc r ibed  

as p a r t i c i p a t o r y .  Yet they seem t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  inadequacy of 

t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  dimension f o r  unders tanding  what was happening 

i n  t h e s e  PVO programs--both succes ses  and f a i l u r e s .  The examples 

seem t o  sag  something about  a  p roces s  t h a t  is more a c c u r a t e l y  descr ibed  

as top-down, o r  "outside-in"--sometimes en l ightened  and sometimes 

n o t .  One s t u d e n t  of PVOs used a  s i m i l a r  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of  p r o j e c t s  

meant t o  involve  l o c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  which, he s a i d ,  a c t u a l l y  turned o u t  

t o  be "ou t s ide r s  making d e c i s i o n s  f o r  subsequent l o c a l  acquiescence" 

(Sommer 1977:74). The same app l i ed  t o  "self-help" a c t i v i t i e s ,  t h i s  

commentator s a i d ,  which o f t e n  "use a  c a r r o t  of s u b s t a n t i a l  o u t s i d e  

a id"  t o  g a i n  community p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Indeed, because "self-help" 

had s o  o f t e n  been used i n a c c u r a t e l y  t o  d e s c r i b e  such p r o j e c t s ,  t h e  

d e s i g n e r s  of one p a r t i c u l a r  housing p r o j e c t  i n  L a t i n  America, which 

was cons idered  t o  be  t r u l y  s e l f - n e l p i n g ,  f e l t  t h a t  they had t o  d e s c r i b e  

i t  as "unaided" se l f -he lp .  

The above examples, r a t h e r  than be ing  descr ibed  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  

could b e  p laced  i n  one o r  more of t h e  fo l lowing  d e s c r i p t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s :  

(1) t h e r e  was no p a r t i c i p a t i o n ;  (2) t h e  community d id  n o t  want a 

p a r t i c i p a t o r y  p r o j e c t ,  and t h e i r  p re fe rences  were n o t  acceded t o  



by t h e  PVO; (3) people joined t h e  v i l l a g e  group t o  ge t  access  t o  

s e r v i c e s ,  but  were no t  p a ~ t i c i p a t i n g  i n  decisionmaking nor i n t e r e s t e d  

i n  doing so: (4) p a r t i c i p a t i o n  lessened t h e  p o t e n t i a l  impact of t h e  

p r o j e c t  on t h e  community; (5) p a r t i c i p a t i o n  d id  no t  work a s  w e l l  

a s  an enlightened,  top-down approach t o  s e r v i c e  provis5on; (6) t h e  

PVO d id  o r  promoted what t h e  comnnmity d i d  n o t  want; and f i n a l l y  

(7) what t h e  community wanted--in c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  PVO--was n o t  good 

f o r  the  poor o r  even f o r  development. 

I n  t h e  above examples, i n  o t h e r  words, p a r t i c i p a t i o n  e i t h e r  

d id  not  t ake  p lace ,  l e d  t o  bad p r o j e c t s ,  o r  lessened t h e  impact of 

p ro jec t0  on poverty. Ins tead ,  top-down i n t e r a c t i o n  between PVOs 

and communities i n  p r o j e c t s  described a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  was n o t  unusual ,  

and t h i s  was assoc ia ted  with success a s  w e l l  as f a i l u r e .  Though 

the  examples may n o t  be  r ep resen ta t ive  of PVO p r o j e c t s ,  t h e r e  a r e  

enough of them t o  make one b e l i e v e  t h a t  an enl ightened,  top-down 

service-del ivery model is a use fu l  one t o  have i n  mind when doing 

f u r t h e r  evaluat ions .  

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  and p r o j e c t  r e s u l t s  

Decisionmaking t h a t  t u r n s  out  t o  be non-part icipatory may 

a c t u a l l y  be  d e s i r a b l e  i n  t h e  case  of c e r t a i n  t a s k s  t h a t  a r e  less 

s u i t e d  than o t h e r s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  decisionmaking. Some technology- 

i n t e n s p ~ e  a c t i v i t i e s  o r  t a sks  may f i t  t h i s  category,  where t h e  technology 

al lows l i t t l e  room f o r  choice. Complex t a s k s ,  f o r  example, a r e  s a i d  



t u  be b e t t e r  c a r r i e d  ou t  when l eade r sh ip  is s t r o n g  and somewhat 

s r b i t  rary, P a r t i c i p a t o r y  community e f f o r t s ,  o t h e r  eva lua to r s  

have suggested, work less w e l l  f c r  ongoing a c t i v i t i e s  than they do 

f o r  construct:ion. Local ind iv idua l s  i n  l e a d e r s h i p  p o s i t i o n s ,  

another  eva lua to r  found, worked o u t  l e s s  we l l  t h e  more t echn ica l  

t h e  p ro jec t .  In  genera l ,  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  

of spec ia l i zed  s k i l l s  t o  perform an o rgan ipa t ion ' s  t a s k s  w i l l  always 

involve some degree of incompa t ib i l i t y  with p a r t i c i p a t o r y  processes.  

A s tudy of p a r t i c i p a t o r y  o rgan iza t ions  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  found 

t h a t  no ma t t e r  how committed t h e  s p e c i a l i s t s  were t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

e thos ,  c o n f l i c t  i n e v i t a b l y  emerged between t h e  s p e c i a l i s t s  and 

t h e  gene ra l i s t s - - fo r  example, between phys ic ians  and non-physicians 

i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  h e a l t h  c l i n i c s  (Rothschild-Whict 1976:83). One would 

expect ,  then,  t h a t  c e r t a i n  o rgan iza t iona l  t a s k s  t h a t  a r e  more 

specia l i s t -dependent  might be  l e s s  compatible wi th  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

processes .  

A good example of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between technology and 

decisionmaking processes  comes from an AID-financed r u r a l  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  

p r o j e c t  i n  Andean Bol iv ia .  The PVO cont rac ted  by AID t o  organize  

t h e  p r o j e c t  was committed t o  t h e  coopera t ive  approach t o  r u r a l  

e l e c t r i c i t y  supply, and thus  set out  t o  form a coopera t ive  of t h e  

va r ious  v i l l a g e s  f a l l i n g  wi th in  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  n e t ,  w i th  t h e  e l d e r s  

of each v i l l a g e  c o n s t i t u t i n g  t h e  board of d i r e c t o r s .  The p a r t i c i p a t i n g  



v i l l a g e s  had a long h i s t o r y  of r i v a l r y  and competi t ion;  one cons t ruc t ive  

form taken by t h e  i n t e r - v i l l a g e  r i v a l r y  was t h a t  one v i l l a g e  would 

t r y  t o  copy any achievement made by another  v i l l a g e ,  so  a s  no t  t o  

be outranked by i t .  

Though v i l l a g e  r i v a l r y  was c o n s t r u c t i v e  f o r  v i l l a g e  development, 

it was problematic  when t h e  va r ious  v i l l a g e s  were pu t  toge the r  i n  

a coopera t ive  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  undertaking.  Various t e c h n i c a l  dec i s ions  

( l i k e  t h e  o rde r  i n  which t h e  v i l l a g e s  would b e  e l e c t r i f i e d )  suddenly 

assumed dimensions of v i c t o r y  o r  d e f e a t  f o r  each of t h e  "cooperatingtt  

v i l l a g e s .  When t h e  v i l l a g e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  d i d  a c t  i n  unison,  i t  

was a l s o  t o  block t e c h n i c a l l y  o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  sound decisions-- 

e.g., o b j e c t i o n s  t o  t h e  h i r i n g  and paying of a reasonable  s a l a r y  

t o  an  o u t s i d e  p ro fess iona l  a s  manager, o r  i n s i s t e n c e  by t h e  e l d e r s  

t h a t  they r e c e i v e  high expense reimbursements f o r  a t t e n d i n g  board 

meetings, which they c a l l e d  more f r equen t ly  than was necessary .  A s  

v i l l a g e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  became more and more obs t reperous ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  

was delayed.  Progress w a s  f i n a l l y  made only when t h e  government 

electr ic-power company took over  t h e  p r o j e c t  and made t h e  t e c h n i c a l  

d e c i s i o n s  a r b i t r a r i l y ,  l eav ing  t h e  coopera t ive  t o  s e t t l e  o t h e r  less 

c r u c i a l  ques t ions .  
1 

Many r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  coopera t ives ,  a c t u a l l y ,  a r e  b e t t e r  

descr ibed  a s  success fu l  l o c a l  e n t e r p r i s e s  wi th  l a r g e  doses  of public-  

I 
The r e p o r t  of t h e  eva lua t ion  team, of which I was a p a r t ,  d i d  
not inc lude  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  example. 



s e c t o r  a s s i s t a n c e ,  which behave more l i k e  p r i v a t e  companies than 

p a r t i c i p a t o r y  ventures.  This  seems t o  have been t h e  case  i n  t h e  

success fu l  Ph i l ipp ines  r u r a l  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  program. Because 

of t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  v ia ion  of t h e s e  coopera t ive  r u r a l  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  

experiences,  however, t h e r e  is l i t t l e  i n s i g h t  t o  be  gained from t h e  

eva lua t ions  a s  t o  what t h e  elements of t h e  non-par t ic ipa tory  success 

are--or a s  t o  when i t  works and when i t  does not .  One such element,  

by t h e  way, was suggested i n  t h e  eva lua t ion  of a r ~ r a l  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  

p r o j e c t  i n  Costa R i c a  One aspect  of t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  

success ,  t h e  eva lua to r  s a i d ,  was t h a t  maintenance of e l e c t r i c  f a c i l i t i e s  

i s  c e n t r e l i z e d  i n  t h e  hands of t h e  pub l i c  u t i l i t y .  The eva lua to r  

con t ra s t ed  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  and t h e  success fu l  r e s u l t i n g  maintenance, 

t o  t h e  "current  faahion''  of claiming t h a t  communities do not  maintain 

t h i n g s  because they d id  not  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  acqui r ing  them. She compared 

t h e  success fu l  maintenance of t h e  non-par t ic ipa tory  r u r a l  e l e c t r i c  

f a c i l i t y  t o  t h e  many cases  of unsuccessfu l  maintenance of community 

f a c i l i t i e s  l i k e  potable  water ,  h e a l t h  c l i n i c s ,  and feeder  roads ,  

where cormnunity p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  acqu i r ing  t h e  f a c i l i t i e s  had been 

g r e a t e r .  

P a r t i c i p a t o r y  processes may a l s o  be l e s s  s u i t e d  f o r  p r o j e c t s  

involving a g r i c u l t c r a l  production s e r v i c e s  and s u b s i d i e s  than they 



a r e  f o r  t h e  p rov i s ion  of s o c i a l  services--as  d i scussed  f u r t h e r  i n  

t h e  fo l lowing  chap te r .  Guy Hunter (1981:24) p o i n t s  o u t  t h a t  t h e  * 
a t t empt s  t o  g r a f t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  development a c t i v i t i e s  onto t r a d i t i o n a l  

l o c a l  mechanisms f o r  handl ing  v i l l a g e  a f f a i r s  have n o t  been very  

s u c c e s s f u l .  V i l l a g e  c o u n c i l s ,  he  s ays ,  may indeed be  genuinely democrat ic  

i n  making d e c i s i o n s  about  s a n i t a t i o n ,  markets ,  t h e  u se  of w e l l s ,  

and i n  o t h e r  a r e a s  of c o n f l i c t  r e s o l u t i o n .  But i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  

g r a f t  onto t h e s e  c o u n c i l s  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  accompanied by monetary 

b e n e f i t s  and s u b s i d i e s ,  which a r e  n o n - t r a d i t i o n a l  and a  cause  of 

j e a l o u s i e s  and power c o n f l i c t s .  Here is  a d d i t i o n a l  reason ,  t hen ,  

f o r  eva lua t ing  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  approaches accurd ing  t o  t h e i r  s u i t a b i l i t y  

f o r  t h e  t a s k  a t  hand. 

I f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  considered t o  be  t h e  - s i n e  qua non of - 
t h e  PVO s t y l e ,  then l e s s o n s  l i k e  those  of t h e  c a s e s  d iscussed  above 

may go unnoticed.  It may b e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  an e v a l u a t o r  t o  understand 

t h e  c a s e s  where, because of t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  t a s k ,  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

p roces ses  made t h e  p r o j e c t  problematic  o r ,  converse ly ,  where p r o j e c t s  

d i d  b e t t e r  because decisionmaking was a r b i t r a r y .  The PVO, f o r  example, 

may be  less  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  whether a community decided t o  i n i t i a t e  

an a g r i c u l t u r a l  ex t ens ion  o r  a  h e a l t h  program than  i t  i s  i n  t h e  way 

t h e  d e c i s i o n  was made. Yet i f  one type  of p r o j e c t  works b e t t e r  w i t h  

p a r t i c i p a t o r y  a c t i o n  than  another--or i f  t h e  PVO is b e t t e r  a t  a s s i s t i n g  

i n  one a r e a  than  another--then t h e  type of a c t i v i t y  chosen - is r e l e v a n t  



t o  t h e  succes s  of t h e  under tak ing .  Strong commitment t o  open-ended 

p roces ses  of decisionmaking, i n  sum, may make i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  t h i n k  

about  e v a l u a t i o n  ques t ions  of t h i s  na tu re .  

When e l i t e s  dec ide  

The t h i r d  and f i n a l  ca tegory  of " p a r t i c i p a t o r y "  p r o j e c t s  is  t h a t  

where community a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  cha rac t e r i zed  by non-representa t ive  dec is ion-  

making by l o c a l  e l i t e s .  The l a t t e r  a r e  sometimes no t  indigenous,  a s  w i th  

some r e s i d e n t  r e l i g i o u s  m i s s i o n a r i e s ,  p a r i s h  p r i e s t s  and p a s t o r s .  The 

Development A l t e r n a t i v e s ,  I n c . ,  eva lua t ion  of PVO p r o j e c t s  i n  Kenya and Niger ,  

f o r  example, noted t h a t  one element of p r o j e c t  succes s  was t h a t  l o c a l  

s t a f f  worked d i r e c t l y  w i t h  t h e  l o c a l  power s t r u c t u r e ,  whether  i n  

t h e  form of government o r  t r a d i t i o n a l  groups. An eva lua t ion  

of a  s u . x e s s f u 1  community development program i n  t h e  West Bank and 

t h e  Gaza S t r i p  noted t h a t  t h e  PVO worked wi th  community a s s o c i a t i o n s  

composed exc lus ive ly  of p r o f e s s i o n a l  e l i t e s ,  A PVO r e s p o n s i b l e  

f o r  a  community h e a l t h  program i n  Ecuador i t s e l f  chose t h e  l o c a l  

people  who would p a r t i c i p a t e .  An eva lua t ion  of v a r i o u s  PVO 

p r o j e c t s  i n  Af r i ca  noted t h a t  most PVOs depended on l o c a l  p a r i s h e s  

o r  o t h e r  v i l l a g e - l e v e l  a u t h o r i t i e s  t o  organize  t h e  p ro j ec t .  

For many p r o j e c t s ,  f o r e i g n  mis s iona r i e s  o r  o t h e r  r e l i g o u s  

f i g u r e s  were t h e  l o c a l  c o n t a c t  p o i n t s  f o r  o rgan iz ing  t h e  community. 

Loca l  workers f o r  a community h e a l t h  p r o j e c t  i n  Ecuador were chosen 

by l o c a l  P r o t e s t a n t  e v a n g e l i c a l  a s s o c i a t i o n s .  An e v a l u a t i o n  of PVO 



pro jec t s  i n  Lat in  America noted t h a t  most of the  persona working 

i n  t h e  p ro jec t s  a t  tho l oca l  l eve l  were p r i e s t s ,  pas to rs  o r  c a t ech i s t s  

(The study a l so  noted tha t  no s igns  of r e l i g ious  discrimination 

could be detected i n  t he  access of v i l l a g e r s  t o  p ro jec t  benef i t s . )  

An ag r i cu l t u r a l  polytechnical  p ro jec t  i n  Kenya was run by church members. 

Control by l o c a l  e l i t e s  o r  indigenous r e l i g ious  groups is 

of ten  associa ted with p ro jec t  success. After  a l l ,  P ro tes tan t  and 

Catholic church groups a r e  noted i n  many p a r t s  of r u r a l  Afr ica  f o r  

having been t he  only providers of hea l t h  o r  education se rv ices  f o r  

some t i m e ,  o r  f o r  doing a b e t t e r  job a t  it  than t h e  publ ic  sec tor .  
1 

(In t he  case of education, they f requent ly  l imi ted access t o  bel ievers . )  

The point  I am making here,  however, i s  t h a t  these  r e l i g ious  ventures 

of ten come c lo se r  t o  the  service-delivery model than t o  pa r t i c ipa t i on ,  

and the  successful  cases should be understood a s  such. A s  an OECD 

study noted, "churches and par ishes  represent  a valuable network 

especia l ly  f o r  r u r a l ,  small, low-cost and par t i c ipa tory  p ro j ec t s ,  

notwithstanding t h e  occasional au tho r i t a r i an  f ea tu r e s  of t h i s  type 

of organization!' 

In  some cases ,  control  over decis ions  by r e l i g ious  leaders  

i n  a community w i l l  be compatible wi th  t he  growth of represen ta t ive  

ins t i tu t ions-- in  o ther  cases,  not .  A s  an example of a less compatible 

'A study covering the  1969-1973 period found t h a t  church organizations 
provided about 20% of the  t o t a l  hosp i t a l  and maternity beds i n  a l l  
of Africa. 



case ,  t h e  eva lua t ion  of a community h e a l t h  p r o j e c t  i n  Ecuador repor ted  

t h a t  l o c a l  evange l i ca l  a s soc ia t ions ,  through which t h e  p r o j e c t  worked, 

t r i e d  t o  r ep lace  e x i s t i n g  indigenous organiza t ions  i n  two provinces, 

From my own experience i n  Northeast B r a z i l ,  p a r i s h  p r i e s t s  have o f t e n  

d i s c r e d i t e d  t h e  emergence of genuine l eadersh ip  among peasants  because 

of t h e  t h r e a t  t h a t  khis leadership  represented  t o  t h e i r  power i n  

t b e  community.' I n  t h e  same a r e a  of Brazi l .  P r o t e s t a n t  p a s t o r s  have 

taken a s t ance  a g a i n s t  peasant organizing t o  resist i l l e g a l  behavior  

of l a r g e  landowners--such a s  i l l e g a l  e v i c t i o n  of  t enan t s ,  expulsion 

of peasants  wi th  s q u a t t e r s '  r i g h t s  by landgtabbers,  e t c .  Even when 

such a c t i v i t i e s  have been supported by Ca tho l i c  p a r i s h  p r i e s t s ,  

P r o t e s t a n t  p a s t o r s  have advised t h e i r  communities t h a t  they w i l l  

ge t  t h e i r  land "only i n  heaven." 

' ~ e c e n t l ~ ,  f o r  example, when genuine peasant  l eader s  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  
time became candidates  f o r  o f f i c e  i n  l o c a l  r u r a l  unions, some p a r i s h  
p r i e s t s  campaigned a g a i n s t  them, advis ing  o t h e r  peasants  not  t o  vo te  
f o r  them because they were not  married i n  t h e  Church, drank a lcoho l  
o r  smoked marijuana. (All  t h r e e  " fa i l ings"  are not  unusual among 
peasants ,  inc luding respected e l d e r s ,  i n  t h e  a r e a  where t h i s  occurred.)  
When t h e  d i s c r e d i t i n g  campaigns of t h e s e  p r i e s t s  ware success fu l ,  
t h e  r e s u l t  was t h e  e l e c t i o n  of l e s s  committed and less r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
union o f f i c i a l s .  Some of these  p r i e s t s ,  i n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  were of t h e  
Libera t ion  persuas ion;  they were encouraging peasants  wi th  s q u a t t e r s '  
r i g h t s ,  f o r  example, t o  organize and r e s i s t  land invasions.  Though 
they were a c t i n g  on t h e  s i d e  of t h e  poor on t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  i s s u e ,  
then, they a t  t h e  same t i m e  used t h e i r  power i n  t h e  community t o  
prevent t r u l y  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  processes and r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  l eadersh ip  
from evolving. 



The indigenous peasant  organizing and l eadersh ip  of t h e  B r a z i l  

examples is t h e  kind of p a r t f c i p a t o r y  process t h a t  h a s  o f t e n  l ed  

t o  t h e  bargaining power necessary t o  nego t i a t e  widespread improvements 

i n  t h e  condi t ions  of t h e  poor. Thus t h e  discouraging of t h i s  kind 

of group formation c l e a r l y  r ep resen t s  a  setback f o r  t h e  ob jec t ives  

espoused by PVOs. Though t h e  c o n t r o l  of p r o j e c t s  by l o c a l  r e l i g i o u s  

f i g u r e s  may o f t e n  r e s u l t  i n  well-functioning s e r v i c e s  and improvements 

i n  t h e  s t a t u s  of t h e  poor, i n  sum, t h e  evaluator  should a l s o  be a l e r t  

t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  such c o n t r o l  may a l s o  go along wi th  t h e  s t i f l i n g  

of genuinely rep resen ta t ive  f - s t i t u t i o n s .  

Benef i t s  under e l i t e  c o n t r o l  

Control  of community p r o j e c t s  by l o c a l  e l i t e s  does not  always 

mean t h a t  b e n e f i t s  go mainly t o  e l i t e s .  A b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  t h a t  

is skewed toward eli tes,  however, w i l l  u sua l ly  be a sign of e l i t e  

con t ro l .  The few impressions of  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n  repor ted  i n  

t h e  PVO evzluat ions  suggest  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  some p r o j e c t s  a r e  of b e n e f i t  

mainly t o  t h e  be t ter -off  i n  t h e  communities they serve--as i l l u s t r a t e d  

by t h e  examples presented below. Unt i l  f u r t h e r  eva lua t ion  work i s  done, one 

can assume t h a t  o the r  p r o j e c t s  supplying goods and s e r v i c e s  t h a t  can be 

appropriated by e l i t e s  would a l s o  d isplay  t h e  same b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n .  

A comrmtnity development p r o j e c t  i n  South Korea reached only 

t h e  top  5% of t h e  r u r a l  population--i.e. ,  those who owned more than 

tvo hec ta res  of land. The average s i z e  of farms served by a 



l i v e s t o c k  p r o j e c t  i n  E l  Salvador  w a s  almost t h r e e  t imes l a r g e r  than  

t h e  average  farm i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  area--16.5 h e c t a r e s  v s .  s i x  hec t a re s .  

C a t t l e  ho ld ings  on t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  farms i n  t h i s  p r o j e c t  averaged 

30 head p e r  farm, aga in  p l a c i n g  t h e s e  fa rmers  i n  t h e  middle and upper 

ranges  of  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  r u r a l  E l  Salvador ,  where t h e  

l a r g e  m a j o r i t y  of t h e  popula t ion  is wi thout  l i v e s t o c k  h e r d s  of t h i s  

s i z e .  A community development p r o j e c t  i n  Honduras provided f i shponds  

and Lorena s t o v e s  t o  community p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  none of whom were among 

t h e  poorer  members of t h e  community. The above-cited South 

Korea p r o j e c t  r epo r t ed  t h a t  t h e  b e s t  of t h e  milk cows supp l i ed  by 

t h e  p r o j e c t  were g iven  t9 v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s  i n  o r d e r  t o  ensu re  t h e i r  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t .  For t h e  same reason ,  house r e p a i r  

m a t e r i a l s  and a s s i s t a n c e  were provided f i r s t  t o  t h e  l e a d e r s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  

one PVO s p e c i a l i z e s  i n  p rov id ing  q u a l i t y  l i v e s t o c k  t o  b e t t e r - o f f  

fa rmers ,  though wi th  t h e  p rov i so  t h a t  t h e  o f f s p r i n g  of t h e s e  animals  

be  g iven  t o  poorer  farmers  (Sornmer 1977:59). ( I t  i s  n o t  c l e a r  from 

t h e  ? v a l u a t i o n s  whether t h i s  coop ta t ion  t a c t i c  of t h e  l as t  two examples 

a c t u a l l y  pa id  o f f  i n  terms of  l e a d e r  commitment t o  t h e  program, and 

whether t h e  poorer  community members u l t i m a t e l y  rece ived  t h e i r  cows, 

t h e i r  house r e p a i r s ,  and t h e i r  l i v e s t o c k  o f f s p r i n g .  Th i s  i s s u e  is 

d i scussed  f u r t h e r  below.) 

Water projects--both i r r i g a t i o n  and potable--seemed p a r t i c u l a r l y  

vu lne rab le  t o  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  skewed toward t h e  e l i t e s .  I n  



Bangladesh, most of t h e  tubewells  provided by a  PVO p r o j e c t  were s i t u a t e d  

so  a s  t o  b e n e f i t  t h e  weal th ier  v i l l age r s .  The water development 

a c t i v i t i e s  of the  community development program of an Indian PVO 

were c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  benef i t ing  mainly t h e  l a r g e r  farmers (Coombs 

1981:47). A po tab le  water  p r o j e c t  i n  Korea benef i ted  mainly t h e  

wealthy members of t h e  communities served,  wi th  only 20% of t h e  households 

obta in ing connections A s i m i l a r  p r o j e c t  by t h e  same PVO 

i n  Kenya a l s o  showed t h e  main b e n e f i c i a r i e s  t o  be b e t t e r  o f f ,  p a r t l y  

because of a  government pol icy  t o  inc rease  water  revenues by minimizing 

t h e  number of communal water  po in t s  (where charges were no t  l ev ied)  

and maximizing t h e  number of individual  household connections ( 4 : 9 ) .  

I n  Colombia, f i n a l l y ,  a  community development p r o j e c t  provided l a t r i n e s  

and ind iv idua l  household connections f o r  water  t o  t h e  be t ter -off  

members of t h e  community, reaching 15% and 20% respec t ive ly ,  of t h e  

households. These r e s u l t s  a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  s t u d i e s  of the  

b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of public-sector  water and s a n i t a t i o n  programs 

i n  third-world c o u n t r i e s ,  which show only 14% of t h e  b e n e f i t s  going 

t o  those i n  abso lu te  poverty (Burki 1951:177). 

Though t h e  skewed b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of these  examples 

a r e  not  t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  outcome of e l i t e  c o n t r o l  of decisionmaking, 

i t  is not  unreasonable t o  i n t e r p r e t  such outcomes a s  s i g n s  of e l i te  

con t ro l .  I f  decisionmaking were more p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  t h a t  is ,  t h e  

poor would n o t  choose p r o j e c t  goods tha t - - l ike  t h e  Lorena s toves ,  



t h e  f ishponds,  t h e  ind iv idua l  water connections--were beyond t h e i r  

reach.  Many PVO p r o j e c t s ,  i n  sum, f a l l  i n t o  my t h i r d  category of 

non-par t ic ipa tory  decisionmaking by l o c a l  el i tes.  What is  r e a l l y  

happening i n  t h e s e  cases  is t h a t  t h e  PVO is consu l t ing  wi th  and b r ing ing  

i n t o  t h e  decisionmaking process t h e  most powerful i n  t h e  communities 

where i t  w i l l  ope ra te .  This  way of proceeding is ,  a s  t h e  PVOs claim, 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  than what l a r g e  donors usua l ly  do. But t h e  

process can be  c a l l e d  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  only wi th  r e spec t  t o  t h e  PVO 

i t s e l f ,  which is a l lowing community l e a d e r s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  i t s  

p r o j e c t  des ign  and implementation work. I t  i s  no t  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

wi th  r e spec t  t o  t h e  popula t ion  of t h e  community o r  region  i n  which 

t h e  program takes  p lace .  

The d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n  of e l i te  in f luence  

The organ iza t ion  and involvement of l o c a l  e l i t e s  i n  decisionmaking 

by PVOs is i n  s:)me ways analogous t o  t h e  way c e n t r a l  and s t a t e  governments 

consu l t  with and y i e l d  t o  powerful p o l i t i c i a n s  i n  t h e  course of plancing 

t h e i r  development p r o j e c t s .  In  terms of t h i s  analogy, i t  i s  not  

t h a t  PVOs work "bottom-up" i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  "top-down" s t y l e  of 

governments; r a t h e r ,  i t  i s  t h a t  t h e  top-down style--where development 

p r o j e c t s  a r e  inf luenced by n a t i o n a l  and reg iona l  e l i t e s - -b r ings  less 

b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  poor when p rac t i ced  a t  h igher  a s  opposed t o  lower 

p o l i t i c a l  l e v e l s .  Control  by e l i t e s  a t  l o c a l  l e v e l s ,  t h a t  is, may 

be more compatible with c e r t a i n  b e n e f i c i a l  outcomes f o r  t h e  poor 



than  c o n t r o l  a t  h ighe r  l e v e l s .  Community-level e l i t e s ,  f o r  example, 

can b c  mobilized t o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  l o c a l - l e v e l  p r o j e c t s  i n  v a r i o u s  

forms, t h u s  tak ing  cons ide rab le  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and f i n a n c i a l  burden 

o f f  t h e  o u t s i d e  agency. Th i s  is  because many such p r o j e c t s  a r e  made 

a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l  e l i t e s  only i f  they  w i l l  make a  c o n t r i b u t i o n  i n  

o rgan iz ing  t h e  p r o j e c t  o r  i n  m a t e r i a l s  and cash.  The PVO-elite 

i n t e r a c t i o n ,  then,  can be  seen a s  e l i c i t i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and f i n a n c i a l  

c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  development p r o j e c t s  from e l i t e s  i n  a  way t h a t  

i n t e r a c t i o n s  between n a t i o n a l - l e v e l  government and eli tes do no t .  

I n  t h i s  sense ,  t h e  PVO is doing something t h a t  t h e  government i s  

n o t  a b l e  t o  do: mobi l iz ing  l o c a l - l e v e l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  o r  "se l f - tax ing"  

f o r  development p r o j e c t s .  

The a b i l i t y  of t h e  PVO t o  e l i c i t  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  from l o c a l  

e l i t e s ,  of course ,  i s  con t ingen t  upon t h e  government's - n o t  making 

i t  e a s i e r  by suddenly a r r i v i n g  i n  t h e  communities w i t h  s e r v i c e s  and 

s t r u c t u r e s  "for  f r e e . "  Th i s  problem i s  n o t  an uncommon one i n  t h e  

h i s t o r y  of PVO e f f o r t s .  The eva lua t ion  of t h e  South Korea community 

development p r o j e c t  r epo r t ed  t h a t  v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s  could n o t  be  induced 

t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  PVO e f f o r t  because they  were a l r eady  involved 

i n  a l a r g e r ,  more sweeping government program f o r  provid ing  development 

goods t o  communities. The Mexican Rural  Development Foundation, 

an IAF-supported indigenous PVO t h a t  h a s  provided a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  

and t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  small peasant  fa rmers ,  i s  now l o s i n g  



many of i t s  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r ,  which has  r e c e n t l y  

embarked on a  massive campaign t o  p rov ide  t h e s e  i n p u t s  t o  peasant  

fa rmers  wi thout  r e q u i r i n g  t h a t  they  f i r s t  o rgan ize .  I n  a s i m i l a r  

way, an AID-funded indigenous PVO i n  Nicaragua, which f o r  y e - r s  had 

ope ra t ed  a l o n e  i n  c e r t a i n  p a r t s  of t h e  coun t rys ide ,  i s  now be ing  

overshadowed by t h e  new, comprehensive program of  pub l i c - sec to r  

a s s i s t a n c e  t o  t h e  r u r a l  s e c t o r  i n  t h a t  count ry .  I comment on t h e  

i m p l i c a t i o n s  of t h e s e  government moves i n t o  "PVO t e r r i t o r y "  i n  a  

l a t e r  s e c t i o n .  

The o t h e r  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  PVO-elite 

i n t e r a c t i o n ,  a s  opposed t o  t h a t  between governments and t h e i r  e l i t e s ,  

i s  t h a t  t h e  former i n t e r a c t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  r i g h t  where t h e  p r o j e c t  

i s  and invo lves  t hose  who w i l l  b e n e f i t  d i r e c t l y .  Both PVO and l o c a l  

e l i t e s  a r e  c o n s t a n t l y  on t h e  s cene  of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  and t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n  

r evo lves  around a l l  i t s  d e t a i l s .  T h i s  c o n t r a s t s  w i th  t h e  more gene ra l ,  

removed n a t u r e  of t h e  government-el i te  i n t e r a c t i o n  t h a t  p recedes  

t h e  implementat ion of l a r g e r  development p r o j e c t s .  The p r o j e c t -  

s p e c i f i c  i n t e r a c t i o n  between PVOs and l o c a l  e l i t e s  r e s u l t s  i n  p r o j e c t s  

g e t t i n g  molded t o  l o c a l  ways of do ing  t h i n g s  i n  a way t h a t  does n o t  

happen w i t h  t h e  more c e n t r a l i z e d  p r o j e c t s ,  and t h e i r  government- 

e l i t e  i n t e r a c t i o n s .  A more a c c u r a t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of what makes some PVO 

p r o j e c t s  s p e c i a l ,  then ,  would be  t h a t  they  a r e  d e c e n t r a l i z e d ,  r a t h e r  

than  p a r t i c i p a t o r y .  



Harmony and c o n f l i c t  among the  c l a s s e s  

I f  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  many PVO p r o j e c t s  involve i n t e r a c t i o n s  

with l o c a l  e l i t e s  r a t h e r  than p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  then t h i s  breaks t h e  

causal  l i n k  i n  t h e  PVO l o g i c  between p a r t i c i p a t i o n  arid reaching t h e  

poor. I f  t h e  "pa r t i c ipa to ry  process" is l imi ted  t o  e l i t e s ,  t h e  r e s u l t s  

may o r  may no t  b e n e f i t  t h e  poor, and t h e  decisionmaking process  is 

d e f i n i t e l y  n o t  r ep resen ta t ive .  Local e l i t e s  may t ake  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  

of t h e  poor i n t o  account o r  he lp  them inadver ten t ly  i n  t h e  course  

of he lp ing themselves, but  t h e  poor a r e  no t  represented i n  t h e i r  

decisionmaking. 

What does i t  mean f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of b e n e A i t s  i f  dec i s ions  

a r e  made mainly by l o c a l  e l i t e s  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t ?  Regardless 

of the  f ind ings  on p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  i n  o the r  words, what does t h e  p r o j e c t  

show on b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n ?  Some t a sks  and a c t i v i t i e s  may not  be a s  

e a s i l y  appropriated by ind iv idua l s  a s  o t h e r s ,  i n  which case t h e  b e n e f i t  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  w i l l  be l e s s  vulnerable  t o  e l i t e  con t ro l .  The s e r v i c e s  

of roads, churches and soccer f i e l d s ,  f o r  example, w i l l  no t  be denied 

t o  the  poor. This  i s  because these  s e r v i c e s  a r e  i n d i v i s i b l e ,  o r  

a r e  publ ic  goods (use by one person does n o t  leave less l e f t  over 

f o r  the  r e s t ) ,  o r  because i t  is  not customsry t o  l i m i t  access  t o  these  

p a r t i c u l a r  f a c i l i t i e s .  These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a r e  d i s t i n c t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

from goods and s e r v i c e s  l i k e  household water  connections,  l i v e s t o c k ,  

individual  f i s h  ponds, a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t ,  f e r t i l i z e r s  and o t h c r  



inputs--al l  of which are d i v i s i b l e ,  a r e  used mainly a t  an ind iv idua l  

l e v e l ,  and a r e  provided i n  sca rce  supply (use by some l eaves  less 

o r  none l e f t  over f o r  t h e  o t h e r s ) .  One would expect t o  f i n d  less 

equ i t ab le  b e n e f i t  d i s t x l b u t i o n s  when l o c a l  e l i tes  were i n  charge 

of t h e s e  l a t t e r  types  of a c t i v i t i e s ,  than i n  t h e  case  of t h e  less 

d i v i s i b l e ,  more public-goods type services. '  I f  i f :  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  

understand t h a t  decisionmaking is indeed e l i t i s t  r a t h e r  than 

p a r t i c i p a t o r y  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t ,  then i t  w i l l  a l s o  be d i f f i c u l t  

t o  t ake  t h e  next  s t e p  and ask  t h e  above ques t ions ,  and move on t o  

i d e n t i f y  t h e  "el i te-proof" a c t i v i t i e s .  

I n  many cases ,  the  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  elites and t h e  poor w i l l  

be  i n  c o n f l i c t .  Local landowner-leaders, f o r  example, are o f t e n  

aga ins t  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  inc rease  the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  land and c r e d i t  

t o  t h e  l and less  and near- landless,  because t h i s  may lead  t o  an inc rease  

i n  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  wage; with t h e i r  new access  t o  land o r  c r e d i t ,  

t h e  l a n d l e s s  withdraw t h e i r  l abor  from t h e  landowners i n  order  t o  

work more time on t h e i r  own new o r  rented p l o t s .  The a t t i t u d e  of 

v i l l a g e  e l i t e s  repor ted  i n  one PVO evaluat ion  expresses  t h i s  c o n f l i c t  

of i n t e r e s t :  t h e  poor were necessary t o  have around f o r  manual l abor ,  

t h e  v i l l a g e  e l i t e s  s a i d ,  but  t h e i r  wages were "outrageously" high, 

Another example of a  c o n f l i c t  of i n t e r e s t  between e l i t e s  and poor 

involves  PVO p r o j e c t s  providing l a r g e  l i v e s t o c k  o r  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  

l i v e s t o c k  production. Local e l i t e s  w i l l  b e n e f i t  from t h i s  a s s i s t a n c e  

'A s i m i l a r  argument is  e labora ted  i n  Leonard 6 Marshall (1981), Tendler 
(1981), and Uphof f (1980). 



and t h e  poor  ma jo r i t y  w i l l  be harmed i f  t h e  programs r e s u l t  i n  a  

s u b s t i t u t i o n  of cropland by p a s t u r e ,  e v i c t i o n  of cropping t e n a n t s ,  

and dec reases  i n  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  wage r e s u l t i n g  from decreased needs 

f o r  l a b o r  i n  l i v e s t o c k .  A l l  t h e s e  problems are a  common outcome 

of a s s i s t a n c e  and s u b s i d i e s  f o r  l a r g e  l i v e s t o c k .  (Ass i s t ance  f o r  

smal l  l i v e s t o c k ,  among whose owners t h e  poor a r e  more p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  

r ep re sen ted ,  is in f r equen t  among t h e  programs of PVOs a s  w e l l  as 

of l a r g e  donors . )  

I n  o t h e r  t y p e s  of p r o j e c t s ,  e l i t e  d e c i s i o n s  i n  t h e i r  own 

s e l f - i n t e r e s t  may n o t  harm t h e  poor  bu t  a l s o  w i l l  n o t  h e l p  them. 

Examples a r e  p r o j e c t  goods and s e r v i c e s  t h a t  can be appropr i a t ed  by i n d i -  

v i d u a l s ,  such a s  f e r t i l i z e r  and seeds ,  i n d i v i d u a l  water o r  e l e c t r i c i t y  

connec t ions ,  o r  a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  t h e  product ion  of goods t h a t  t h e  poor 

u s u a l l y  cannot  a f f o r d  t o  produce--ci t rus  t r e e s  and o t h e r  p e r e n n i a l  

c rops  r e q u i r i n g  investment (vs .  annual  c r o p s ) ,  a g r i c u l t u r e  a s  opposed 

t o  h a n d i c r a f t s ,  l a r g e  l i v e s t o c k  a s  opposed t o  sma l l  l i v e s t o c k .  I n  

t h e s e  c a s e s  of c o n f l i c t  of i n t e r e s t ,  t h e r e  is no reason  t o  assume 

t h a t  community d e c i s i o n s  w i l l  b e  made i n  f avo r  of t h e  poor  and a g a i n s t  

t h e  e l i t e s ,  u n l e s s  t h e  poor are s t r o n g l y  r ep re sen ted .  As t h e  e v a l u a t o r  

of t h e  South Korea community development program commented, t h e r e  

was no p o s s i b i l i t y  of trickle-down from t h e  eli tes a s s i s t e d  by t h e  

p r o j e c t  t o  t h e  poor "because of c l a s s  conflict! '  Because 

communities a r e  o f t e n  por t rayed  i n  PVO p r o j e c t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  and 



e v a l u a t i o n s  as i n t e r n a l l y  harmonious and wi thout  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c l a s s  

c o n f l i c t ,  t h i s  may have made i t  e a s i e r  t o  assume t h a t  decisionmaking 

by v i l l a g e  e l i t e s  was t h e  same a s ,  and had t h e  same d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  

r e s u l t s  a s ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Although e l i t e  c o n t r o l  of l o c a l  p r o j e c t s  may n o t  always be 

t h e  b e s t  t h i n g  f o r  t h e  poor ,  and should n o t  be  confused w i t h  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

decisionmaking, such c o n t r o l  cannot  f o r  t h i s  reason  b e  r e j e c t e d  o u t r i g h t .  

There a r e  probably few o t h e r  ways of o rgan iz ing  p r o j e c t s ,  t h a t  i s ,  

i f  one is t o  work a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l .  A s  one e v a l u a t o r  po in ted  o u t ,  

a f t e r  no t ing  t h a t  p r o j e c t  l e a d e r s  were l o c a l  e l i t e s  l i k e  t e a c h e r s  

o r  mayors, Local l e a d e r s  were- extremely e f f e c t i v e  i n  g e t t i n g  community 

programs t o  b e  executed i n  t he  f i r s t  place.  E l i t e  l e a d e r s h i p  

of communrty programs f o r  t h e  poor ,  moreover, i s  no t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

only of PVO o r  rhird-world p r o j e c t s .  The community o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

and a l t e r n a t i v e  groups t h a t  f l o u r i s h e d  under t h e  U.S. pover ty  program 

i n  t h e  U.S. tended t o  be run by those  who were b e t t e r  educated and 

from a  h ighe r  c l a s s  background than t h e  groups they r ep resen ted  (Perlma 

1976 : 11) .  

I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  c o n f l i c t - o f - i n t e r e s t  s i t u a t i o n s  desc r ibed  

above, t h e r e  are c e r t a i n  types  of p r o j e c t s  f o r  which, i f  t h e  e l i t e s  

a c t  ou t  of t h e i r  own s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  t h e  poor w i l l  a l s o  b e n e f i t .  A 

c l ea r - cu t  example would be  programs t o  e r a d i c a t e  contagious  d i s e a s e s  

i n  humans o r  l i v e s t o c k .  I f  t h e  e l i t e s  v a c c i n a t e  only themselves 



o r  t h e i r  animals ,  they w i l l  s t i l l  be vu lne rab le  t o  t h e  contagion,  

and thus  i t  w i l l  be  t o  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t  f o r  a l l  t o  be  vacc ina ted .  (Some 

PVOs have made major c o n t r i b u t i o n s  i n  t h e  e r a d i c a t i o n  of contag ious  

d i s e a s e s .  The n a t u r e  of t h e  t a s k ,  making i t  d e s i r a b l e  f o r  e l i t e s  

t o  a s s u r e  t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  of a l l ,  con t r ibu ted  toward making t h e  wide 

coverage of t h i s  PVO c o n t r i b u t i o n  poss ib l e . )  Other ,  less c l e a r -  

c u t  examples of s e l f - i n t e r e s t e d  e l i t e  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  can b e n e f i t  t h e  

poor a r e  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  l i k e  h e a l t h ,  educa t ion ,  and community water  

t a p s  (vs .  i n d i v i d u a l  connec t ions) - -a l l  of which a r e  u sua l ly  provided 

t o  t h e  whole community and n o t  j u s t  a  few. The poor may b e n e f i t  

a l s o ,  even i f  e l i t e s  a r e  a c t i n g  ou t  of s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  bocause of 

a  pa t ron -c l i en t  t r a d i t i o n :  e l i t e s  may sponsor  a  h e a l t h  p r o j e c t  because 

they expect  i t  t o  r e l i e v e  them of pa t ron -c l i en t  o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  t ake  

c a r e  of t h e  h e a l t h  expend i tu re s  of c e r t a i n  poor f a m i l i e s .  

Once i t  is recognized t h a t  l o c a l  decisionmaking i s  i n  t h e  

c o n t r c l  of t h e  few r a t h e r  than  t h e  many, then  c e r t a i n  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  

opened up f o r  eva lua t ion .  Are t h e r e  ways of making decisionmaking 

more p a r t i c i p a t o r y ? '  What a r e  t h e  types  of p r o j e c t s  and p r o j e c t  

environments f o r  which t r u l y  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  p roces ses  a r e  f e a s i b l e  

and a l s o  produce good r e s u l t s ?  I n  t h e  c a s e s  of l o c a l - e l i t e  

'one eva lua t ion  r epor t ed  t h a t  a "d i sp ropor t iona te  i n f  h e n c e "  on p r o j e c t  
decisionmaking by "town  elite^" was reduced a f t e r  an e v a l u a t i o n  team 
poin ted  t h i s  out .  What was t h e  mechanism by which e l i t e  c o n t r o l  
was s u c c e s s f u l l y  reduced i n  t h i s  case?  What were t h e  s i g n s  of i t  
having been reduced? 



decisionmaking, what t ypes  of p r o j e c t s  r e s u l t  i n  b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e  

poor even i f  they have no i n f l u e n c e  on dec i s ions?  What types  of 

p r o j e c t s ,  i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  have no impact on t h e  poor ,  o r  a r e  t o  

t h e i r  de t r imen t?  F i n a l l y ,  might t h e r e  b e  s i t u a t i o n s  where an el i te-  

exc luding ,  r a t h e r  than community-wide, approach would r e s u l t  i n  more 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and b e n e f i t s  t o  t h e  poor? Th i s  would be t r u e  of a  

c lass-based o rgan iza t ion  of t h e  poor l i k e  a  l a b o r  union,  a t e n a n t s '  

union,  o r  a  womens' o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  from which l o c a l  el i tes would b e  

"na tu ra l ly"  excluded and where i t  would be  d e s i r a b l e  n o t  t o  i nc lude  - 
community l eade r sh ip .  Hunter (1981:28) sugges t s  t h a t  t h i s  approach 

t o  t h e  poor is p r e f e r a b l e  t o  community-wide l a r g e  coope ra t ives  o r  

e l e c t e d  counc i l s .  The l a t t e r ,  h e  s ays ,  " w i l l  r e c a p i t u l a t e  t h e  s o c i a l  

h i e r a rchy , "  whereas d i r e c t  c o n t a c t  w i th  t h e  poor  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be 

most e f f e c t i v e  i n  s e v e r a l  s e p a r a t e  func t ions  l i k e  smal l  farms, a r t i s a n  

work, women's needs, i r r i g a t i o n  groups. 

Under what c o n d i t i o n s  could e l i t e s  b e  bypassed i n  p r o j e c t s ,  

a s  occu r s  i n  t h e  c a s e  of class-based o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  wh i l e  a t  t h e  

same t ime e f f e c t i v e  l e a d e r s h i p  was n o t  s a c r i f i c e d ?  Can one achieve  

t h i s  by promoting a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  d e f i n i t e l y  n o t  of i n t e r e s t  

t o  t h e  e l i t e s ?  This  a c t u a l l y  took p l ace ,  i n a d v e r t e n t l y ,  i n  t h e  Korea 

community development p r o j e c t  where v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s  were no t  i n t e r e s t e d  

i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  because they  were t o o  busy wi th  a  government-sponsored 

community program, A s  a  r e s u l t ,  t h e  PVO had no cho ice  b u t  t o  



work wi th  a younger,  l e s s  p r e s t i g i o u s  group of v i l l a g e r s  who, i t  

turned o u t ,  were more respons ive  than  t h e  e s t a b l i s h e d  l e a d e r s .  A 

s i m i l a r  sequence of even t s  took p l a c e  i n  a  community development 

p r o j e c t  i n  Guatemala, where t h e  i n f l u e n t i a l  and weal thy e l d e r s  of 

t h e  v i l l a g e s  were n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t s  i n  t h e  community 

because of t h e i r  own r e c e n t  and s u b s t a n t i a l  economic p rog re s s .  

The PVO a l s o  found, a s  i n  t h e  Korea example, t h a t  many of t h e  young 

men were a c t i v e  and i n t e r e s t e d ,  even t h o s e  who were sons  of t h e  

u n i n t e r e s t e d  e l d e r s .  1 

These p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n s ,  w i t h  e l i t e s  t o o  preoccupied 

wi th  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a r e  probably no t  uncommon, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  

less remote a r e a s .  A s tudy  of s e t t l e m e n t  p a t t e r n s  i n  L a t i n  America, 

f o r  example, r epo r t ed  t h a t  t h e  widespread d e s e r t i o n  of sma l l  county 

s e a t s  by t h e  l o c a l  upper  c l a s s ,  who l e f t  f o r  t h e  c i t i e s ,  was a s s o c i a t e d  

wi th  a  more dynamic and innova t ing  s p i r i t  among t h e  l e f t -beh ind  lower 

c l a s s  t h a t  came t o  dominate,  by d e f a u l t ,  t h e s e  abandoned small towns 

(Wolfe 1966:24). Under c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s ,  then ,  PVOs might view 

e l i t e  d i s i n t e r e s t  a s  p r e s e n t i n g  an  oppor tun i ty  t o  reach t h e  t r u l y  poor 

i n  an a r e a ,  i n s t e a d  of t r y i n g  t o  convince u n i n t e r e s t e d  e l i t e s  t o  

p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  community p r o j e c t s ,  a s  happened i n  Korea and Guatemala 

ca se s .  Again, looking  f o r  and s e e i n g  such o p p o r t u n i t i e s  r e q u i r e s  

- -  - -  

' ~ u s t e r e r  (1981:37). The PVO was t h e  Uleu Foundation, an o f f s h o o t  
of t h e  Be rho r s t  C l i n i c .  



an unders tanding  of t h e  c o n f l i c t s  of i n t e r e s t ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  

harmony, t h a t  e x i s t  i n  most communities. 

Is vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ?  

The way i n  which communities f i n a n c e  some of t h e i r  PVO-assisted 

p r o j e c t s  i s  a n o t h e r  a r e a  i n  which t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  l a b e l  obscu re s  

what is happening. When t h e  community's main c o n t r i b u t i o n  toward 

f i nanc ing  a  p r o j e c t  i s  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r ,  t h i s  means t h a t  t h e  burden 

of t h e  f i nanc ing  w i l l  o f t e n  be  d i s t r i b u t e d  r e g r e s s i v e l y .  I f  each 

cormnunity member must supply  an equa l  number of days of work, as 

i s  o f t e n  t h e  r u l e ,  t h e  income foregone  by doing t h i s  vo l l in teer  work 

r e p r e s e n t s  a  l a r g e r  p ropor t i on  of income of t h e  poo re s t  than  of t h e  

b e t t e r - o f f .  Be t t e r -o f f  community members, moreover, can o f t e n  make 

t h e i r  l a b o r  c o n t r i b u t i o n  i n  ca sh ,  paying t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  d a i l y  wage 

f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a b o r  i n  t h e  a r e a ;  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  is not  a  r e a l  

one f o r  t he  poorest-- i .e . ,  t hose  who make no more than t h e  p r e v a i l i n g  

wage. 

In  some community p r o j e c t s ,  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  p o r t i o n  of t h e  

community's c o n t r i b u t i o n  w i l l  be i n  t h e  form of equipment and mater ia l s - -  

cement, t h e  s e r v i c e s  of a  t r a c t o r ,  e t c .  The e v a l u a t i o n  of a group 

of Afr ican  p r c j e c t s  r epo r t ed  t h a t  l o c a l  r e s o u r c e  commitment was i n  

t h e  form of equipment and m a t e r i a l s ,  A community development 

p r o j e c t  i n  Colombia showed an "impressive" c o n t r i b u t i o n  of m a t e r i a l s ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  l abo r .  I n  Senega l ,  v i l l a g e  e l i t e s  c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  



t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of h e a l t h  h u t s  w i th  cash  t o  buy doors ,  p a i n t ,  e x t r a  

cement and i r o n  s h e e t s  f o r  roo f ing ,  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  vo lun ta ry  

c o n s t r u c t  i o n  l a b o r  of v i l l a g e  youth, I n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  i n  

c o n t r a s t  t o  t h a t  of vo lun ta ry  l a b o r ,  t h e  be t t e r -o f f  persons  of t h e  

community tend t o  bea r  p r o p o r t i o n a l l y  g r e a t e r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  because 

they  e i t h e r  own t h e  m a t e r i a l s  themselves,  o r  have t h e  cash  o r  connec t ions  

t o  a c q u i r e  them. Unlike l a b o r ,  cash and m a t e r i a l s  cannot  be  

app ropr i a t ed  from t h e  poor because they  do n o t  have them. Local  

l e a d e r s  o f t e n  v o l u n t e e r  t o  b e a r  t h i s  g r e a t e r  p r o p o r t i o n a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  

t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  because t h e r e  may b e  no o t h e r  way t o  come by t h e  m a t e r i a l s  

and because they r eap  s i g n i f i c a n t  income and s t a t u s  rewards from 

c o n t r i b u t i n g .  I n  many cases ,  then ,  t h e  u s e  of vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  is  

b e t t e r  cha rac t e r i zed  as a  r e g r e s s i v e  o r  e x p l o i t a t i v e  system of p r o j e c t  

f i n a n c i n g  r a t h e r  than  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y .  

That vo luntary  l a b o r  was n o t  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  was t h e  complaint  

made by t h e  poorer  members of t h e  communities se rved  by a community 

developinent p r o j e c t  i n  South Korea. They were forced  t o  "volunteer" 

wi thout  pay, they complained, f o r  works l i k e  i r r i g a t i o n  channels  

t h a t  b e n e f i t e d  mainly t h e  b e t t e r - o f f  farmers, Fragmentary evidence 

from o t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n s  a l s o  sugges t s  t h a t  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  works a  

ha rdsh ip  on t h e  poor.  A PVO-assisted community h e a l t h  p r o j e c t  i n  

B o l i v i a  could no t  f i n d  vo lun tee r  community h e a l t h  workers  because 

most people were i n  "debt peonagen--their l a b o r  a l r e a d y  committed 



t o  paying of f  d e b t s  t o  a  landowner-merchant. It was t h e r e f o r e  

n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  do a  h e a l t h  program i n  t h a t  a r e a ,  t ho  PVO concluded, 

u n l e s s  an  a g r a r i a n  reform a b o l i s h i n g  debt  peonage were enacted.  

A p o t a b l e  water p r o j e c t  i n  Guatemala found t h a t  "voluntary1'  l a b o r  

was "more forthcoming when food was o f f e r e d  i n  exchange f o r  work!' 

S i m i l a r l y ,  ano the r  eva lua t ion  suggested t h a t  s u f f i c i e n t  vo lun ta ry  

l a b o r  f o r  a  PVO-sponsored t r e e  p l a n t i n g  p r o j e c t  jn A f r i c a  would b e  

forthcoming only i f  food-for-work commodities were supp l i ed  i n  exchange 

f o r  labqr.  I n  a f lood  c o n t r o l  p r o j e c t  eva lua ted  i n  t h e  same 

s tudy ,  i t  was noted t h a t  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  had been considered " imprac t ica l"  

because of economic ha rdsh ip  fo l lowing  a  drought .  I n  a community 

development p r o j e c t  i n  S r i  Lanka, f i n a l l y ,  i t  was found t h a t  mothers 

had n o t  been as a c t i v e  a s  was hoped i n  p repa ra t ion  of a midday meal 

f o r  c h i l d r e n  because they were r e s e n t f u l  t h a t  h e a l t h  a u x i l i a r i e s  

were pa id  t o  work whereas they ,  t h e  mothers,  were not. 

The common theme of t h e s e  examples i s  t h a t  t h e  poor w i l l  

o f t e n  work on community p r o j e c t s  on ly  f o r  wages, and t h a t  working 

wi thout  wages imposes a  s e v e r e  ha rdsh ip  on them. I n  many c a s e s ,  

i n  o t h e r  words, t h e  poor w i l l  n o t  work f o r  f r e e  on community p r o j e c t s  

u n l e s s  they  a r e  forced t o  by l o c a l  powerholders i n  accordance wi th  

longs tanding  custom. I n  t h e  Middle E a s t ,  a s  one e v a l u a t o r  of a  

p a r t i c i p a t o r y  p r o j e c t  r e p o r t e d ,  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  does n o t  bypass 

t r a d i t i o n a l  p a t t e r n s  of l e a d e r s h i p  and a u t o c r a t i c  decisionmaking, 



b u t  i n s t e a d  r e i n f o r c e s  them, S i m i l a r l y ,  i n  many Indian  a r e a s  

of Middle America and t h e  Andean c o u n t r i e s ,  t h e  poor a r e  s o  u n i n t e r e s t e d  

i n  working v o l u n t a r i l y  on community unde r t ak ings  t h a t  t h e  t a s k  of 

c a l l i n g  up workers f o r  unpaid labor--a t a s k  of t h e  l o c a l  municipio 

(county)  r e p r e s e n t a  t i ve - - i s  cons idered  a  " d i s t a s t e f u l  job" (Wolf e 

1966:22). Indeed ,  f o r  t!ds reason ,  t h e  p o s t  of municipio r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  

h a s  sometimes had t o  be forced  upon unwi l l i ng  cand ida t e s ,  under t h r e a t  

of f i n e  o r  imprisonment. These c a n d i d a t e s ,  i n  f a c t ,  were sometimes 

d e l i b e r a t e l y  chosen by municipio a u t h o r i t i e s  as scapegoats .  

I t  may be  i n a c c u r a t e ,  i n  sum, t o  d e s c r i b e  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  

a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  l e t  a l o n e  t o  c a l l  i t  vo lun ta ry .  I t  i s  a l s o  a  

c o n t r a d i c t i c n  i n  terms t o  say  t h a t  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  can b e  " e l i c i t e d "  

by compensating l a b o r e r s  wi th  food--as r epo r t ed  i n  t h e  Guatemala 

and Kenya-Niger c a s e s  c i t e d  above. A more a c c u r a t e  r e c a s t i n g  of 

t h e  above s t a t emen t s  would be  t o  say  t h a t  a  p r o j e c t  r e l i e d  on long- 

s t a n d i n g  a u t o c r a t i c  customs f o r  l a b o r  r e c r u i t m e n t ,  which bo re  p r o p o r t i o n a l l y  

h e a v i e r  on the  poorer  members of t h e  community; o r  t h a t  poor  members 

of t h e  community were no t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  v o l u n t e e r i n g  t h e i r  l a b o r  

t o  c o m u n i t y  p r o j e c t s  a t  a l l ,  b u t  d i d  respond e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  t o  

opporLuni t ies  f o r  pa id  employment (food i s  a  form of wage). I n  e i t h e r  

c a s e ,  what was making t h e  p r o j e c t s  work was a u t o c r a t i c  community 

customs o r  t h e  o f f e r i n g  of employment t o  t h e  poor by t h e  pro jec t - -  

n e i t h e r  of which invo lve  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  t r u l y  vo luntary  l a b o r  o r ,  

when l a b o r  was n o t  p a i d ,  e q u i t a b l e  f i n a n c i n g  burdens.  



A s  l ong  a s  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  ( o r  l a b o r  pa id  wi th  food) is  

mis spec i f i ed  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  i t  w i l l  be d i f f i c u l t  f o r  e v a l u a t o r s  

t o  s e e  through t o  t h e  important  q u e s t i o n s  regard ing  t h i s  phenomenon. 

Might commun~ty p r o j e c t s  t h a t  r e q u i r e  l a r g e  p ropor t i ons  of m a t e r i a l s  

and equipment, i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  l a b o r ,  r e s u l t  i n  an au tomat ic  and 

s a l u t a r y  s h i f t i n g  of t h e  f i n a n c i n g  burden t o  b e t t e r - o f f  members of 

t h e  community? What t ypes  of p r o j e c t s  f i t  t h e s e  requirements? Might 

matching-fund arrangements  between t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r  o r  t h e  PVO and 

t h e  communities be  s e t  up s o  a s  t o  pay f o r  l a b o r  c o s t s ,  r e q u i r i n g  

the  commni ty  t d  p rovide  i t s  s h a r e  i n  equipment and m a t e r i a l s ,  thereby  

encouraging a more p r o p o r t i o n a l  o r  p rog re s s ive  f i n a n c i n g  burden? 

Another s e r i e s  of q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t e s  t o  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of 

vo lun ta ry  l a b o r .  Would t h e  poor be more b e n e f i t e d  by working i n  

p r o j e c t s  f o r  which t h e i r  l a b o r  was pa id?  I n  t h e  Bol iv ian  deb t  peonage 

example above, would no t  t h e  poor have been more b e n e f i t e d  i f  t h e  

program had pa id  t h e  community h e a l t h  workers and provided a  h e a l t h  

program t o  t h e  community, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  PVO's d e c i s i o n  t h a t  

wi thout  v o l u n t e e r s  and an  a g r a r i a n  reform,  i t  was no t  worth working 

t h e r e ?  Does t h e  Bo l iv i an  example, a long  wi th  t h e  o t h e r s  above, sugges t  

t h a t  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  is  a p o s s i b i l i t y  on ly  i n  be t t e r -o f f  communities? 

Does t h i s  mean t h a t ,  as i n  t h e  Bo l iv i an  ca se ,  PVOs can do community 

development on ly  i f  they avoid t h e  p o o r e s t  communities?--a conc lus ion ,  

by t h e  way, reached by one PVO eva lua to r ,  



Though c o m u n i t y  s e l f - h e l p  may produce s u c c e s s f u l  p r o j e c t s ,  

i n  sum, t h a t  does no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  mean t h a t  they a r e  a l s o  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

o r  e q u i t a b l e .  Indeed, one might f i n d  l e s s  vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  i n  t r a n s i t i o n a l  

o r  modernizing communities where, because of t h e  breakdown of f euda l  

pa t ron -c l i en t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  t r a d i t i o n s  of forced  r ec ru i tmen t  of 

l a b o r  no longer  p reva i l ed .  I found t h i s  t o  be t h e  c a s e  i n  t h e  newer, 

more e g a l i t a r i a n  communities of  B r a z i l ' s  f r o n t i e r ,  where l o c a l  merchants 

complained t h a t  they could only g e t  t h e  poorer  community members 

t o  work on l o c a l  f eede r  roads  by paying them out  of t h e i r  ( t h e  merchants ' )  

own pockets .  The f eede r  roads ,  i n  o t h e r  words, would i n c r e a s e  t h e s e  

merchants '  income enough t h a t  i t  was worth t h e i r  w h i l e  t o  pay f o r  

c o m u n i t y  l abo r .  From t h e  p o i n t  of view of those  concerned f o r  t h e  

poor ,  is t h i s  n o t  a more d e s i r a b l e  approach t o  community p r o j e c t s ?  

I n  some c o u n t r i e s ,  then,  i t  might be  reasonable  t o  s t a r t  w i th  t h e  

assumption t h a t  t h e  presence  of vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  i s  a  l i k e l y  s ign  

of a u t o c r a t i c ,  and n o t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  community decisionmaking. 

A l l  t h i s  i s  n o t  t o  say  t h a t  PVOs must p u t  an  end t o  r e l i a n c e  

on vo lun ta ry  l a b o r ,  o r  t h a t  such p r o j e c t s  a r e  bad. It does say ,  

however, t h a t  some p r o j e c t s  w i th  voluntary  l a b o r  probably cannot 

be  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y .  I n  some c a s e s ,  t h e  only choice  

open t o  a community may be a  p r o j e c t  w i th  forced  l a b o r  o r  no p r o j e c t  

a t  a l l .  One might f e e l  more comfortable  about  suppor t ing  such a 

p r o j e c t  i f  i t  was a  t ype  t h a t  was p a r t i c u l a r l y  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  t h e  



poor--e.g., construction of a rural health clinic vs. the digging 

of irrigation channels--or if cofinancing arrangements could be set 

up for paying labor. Alternatively, one might want to support only 

those self-help community projects with high materials-equipment 

components, and their correspondingly less regressive financing 

burdens. 



I11 - Are t h e  Poores t  Unreachable? 

Though PVOs and e v a l u a t i o n s  of them sometimes c h a r a c t e r i z e  

t h e  poo re s t  a s  an unreachable  and "hard-core" mino r i t y ,  t h e s e  persons  

o f t e n  r e p r e s e n t  a ma jo r i t y  o r  a l a r g e  mino r i t y  of t h e  r u r a l  i n h a b i t a n t s  

of many c o u n t r i e s .  Though t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  of some p r o j e c t s  were 

poor ,  a s  seen i n  t h e  l a s t  c h a p t e r ,  they were s t i l l  i n  t h e  upper 10% 

o r  20% of t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n .  To i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  p o i n t  f u r t h e r ,  

I p r e s e n t  a few examples of how l a r g e  t h e  excluded poores t  group 

would be  i f  p r o j e c t s  worked a t  a c e r t a i n  minimum c u t o f f  po in t .  I n  

t h e  Daule a r e a  of Ecuador, i f  one worked w i t h  smal l  fa rmers  owning 

land p a r c e l s  of between two and f i v e  h e c t a r e s  one would be r each ing  

28% of t o t a l  p a r c e l s  bu t  exc luding  51% of t he  p a r c e l s ,  which are 

l e s s  than  two h e c t a r e s .  I n  Ecuador i n  g e n e r a l ,  i f  one worked wi th  

farm f a m i l i e s  working p l o t s  any l a r g e r  than  six h e c t a r e s ,  one would 

be  exc luding  67% of t h e  f a m i l i e s  who work less than  s i x  h e c t a r e s  

(71:5, Annex 4 ,  p .  1 ) .  I f  one worked w i t h  fa rmers  ho ld ing  between 

t h r e e  and e i g h t  a c r e s  on t h e  Usanga P l a i n  of Tanzania ,  one would 

b e  reaching  47% of t h e  f a m i l i e s ,  but  a t  t h e  same time exc luding  t h e  

40% of f a m i l i e s  who work l e s s  than  two a c r e s  (Cas t ro  e t  a 1  1981:403). 

I n  I n d i a ,  i f  one worked wi th  fa rmers  working between 2.5 and 5 a c r e s  

one would be reaching  28% of t h e  ho ld ings  b u t  exc luding  t h e  51% of 

t h e  ho ld ings  t h a t  a r e  l e s s  than  2.5 a c r e s  (Singh 1979:17); s i m i l a r l y  



i n  Bangladesh, where i f  one worked w i t h  f a rmer s  ho ld ing  between 2.5 

and 7.5 a c r e s ,  one would be  reach ing  35% of t h e  popu la t i on  b u t  exc lud ing  

t h e  57% w i t h  less than  2.5 a c r e s  (p .  16 ) .  I n  a l l  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  of 

c o u r s e ,  t h e  excluded s h a r e  of t h e  poo re s t  i n  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  

would b e  i nc r ea sed  by t h e  number of t h o s e  who were l a n d l e s s .  The 

poo re s t  who a r e  unreached by many p r o j e c t s ,  i n  sum, a r e  i n  

no way an i n s i g n i f i c a n t  m ino r i t y .  I n  t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  I would l i k e  

t o  sugges t  why they  have come t o  be c h a r a c t e r i z e d  a s  unreachable  

by some PVOs, and t o  p ropose  ano the r  way of t h i n k i n g  about  PVOs and 

t h e  p o o r e s t .  

That  t h e  poor  a r e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  PVOs t o  r each  h a s  t o  do ,  

i n  p a r t ,  w i t h  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  of PVOs, A I D ,  and t h e  t ypes  of p r o j e c t s  

they  do--and no t  o n l y ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  wi th  t h e  n a t u r e  of pover ty  i t s e l f .  

One f a c t o r  w i t h i n  PVO o r  A I D  c o n t r o l ,  f o r  example, h a s  a l r e a d y  been 

d i s cus sed :  c e r t a i n  p r o j e c t  s t y l e s  g i v e  c o n t r o l  t o  l o c a l  e l i t e s  over  

d e c i s i o n s  about  what k i n d s  of a c t i v i t i e s  t h e  communities w i l l  o r g a n i z e  

a round- - resu l t ing ,  f r e q u e n t l y ,  i n  t h e  k i n d s  of p r o j e c t s  t h a t  e l i tes  

a r e  i n  a  b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  t o  b e n e f i t  from. I n  t h e s e  c a s e s ,  a p r o j e c t  

s t y l e  t h a t  g i v e s  c o n t r o l  t o  t h e  p o o r e s t  i n s t e a d  of e l i t e s  might r e s u l t  

i n  more poor -appropr ia te  a c t i v i t i e s .  The same r e s u l t  could a l s o  

b e  accomplished by "top-down" i n t e r v e n t i o n s  of t h e  PVO, suppor t i ng  

on ly  t h o s e  t ypes  of e l i t e -de t e rmined  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  have b e n e f i t  

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  known t o  f a v o r  t h e  poor .  



Three o t h e r  a s p e c t s  of PVOs have c o n t r i b u t e d  toward making 

t h e  poor seem more unreachable  than they might a c t u a l l y  be .  They 

a l l  a r e  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  PVO a t t empt s  t o  evolve  from r e l i e f  agencies  

i n t o  development agencies .  I t r e a t  t h e s e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s  i n  t h e  fol lowing 

t h r e e  s e c t  i ons .  

From r e l i e f  t o  development 

For va r ious  r ea sons ,  p a r t l y  t h e  long-term d e c l i n e  i n  p r i v a t e  

c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  t h e  U.S. vo lun ta ry  s e c t o r ,  many PVOs have r eo r i en t ed  

themselves toward development work du r ing  t h e  1970s, i n  c o n t r a s t  

t o  r e l i e f .  This  has  q u a l i f i e d  them t o  be seen  by donors a s  a l t e r n a t i v e  

condu i t s  f o r  development a s s i s t a n c e - - p a r t i c u l a r l y  f o r  p r o j e c t s  d i r e c t e d  

a t  t h e  poor.  Throughout t h e  1970s, A I D  h a s  had t h e  e x p l i c i t  goal  

of encouraging PVOs t o  move o u t  of r e l i e f  and i n t o  development, 

and h a s  provided funding and a s s i s t a n c e  t o  PVOs s o  as t o  b u i l d  and 

s t r e n g t h e n  t h e i r  c a p a c i t y  i n  t h i s  new a r e a .  A s  p a r t  of t h i s  t ransformat ion ,  

t h e  " r e l i e f "  ou t look  and t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  i t  underwent 

a  c e r t a i n  d i s c r e d i t i n g ;  they were considered o u t  of d a t e  and too  

focused on a c t i v i t i e s  w i th  only sho r t - l i ved  e f f e c t s  on pover ty .  

A s  p a r t  of t h e  concern f o r  having more l a s t i n g  impacts ,  some 

PVOs turned  toward a s s i s t i n g  income-earning a c t i v i t i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

i n  a g r i c u l t u r e .  Yet t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  and o t h e r  income-earning a c t i v i t i e s  

of PVOs seem t o  s u f f e r  more than  t h e i r  o the r  p r o j e c t s  from a l ack  



of p r o f e s s i o n a l  e x p e r t i s e ,  a s  no ted  by a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  e v a l u a t o r s  

(102:27, 135a:3,  Hunter 1981:26).  The more g e n e r a l i s t  background 

of PVO s t a f f s  and t h e  emphasis on volunteer i sm,  t h a t  is ,  may be  more 

compatible  w i th  programs i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s e c t o r s  than  i n  t h e  income- 

ea rn ing  ones.  The move by some PVOs i n t o  income-earning a c t i v i t i e s  

and p a r t i c u l a r l y  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  t hen ,  may be making i t  more d i f f i c u l t  

f o r  them t o  do w e l l .  

I f  n o t  designed a p p r o p r i a t e l y ,  p r o j e c t s  focused on a g r i c u l t u r e  

a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  v u l n e r a b l e  t o  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  of b e n e f i t s  by eli tes,  

a s  t h e  expe r i ence  of l a r g e  donors  has  shown. T h i s  happens because  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  s e r v i c e s  and i n p u t s  a r e  d i v i s i b l e  and provided i n  s h o r t  

supply ,  t h u s  p i t t i n g  t h e  e l i t e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  poor  i n  d i r e c t  compet i t ion  

f o r  t h e s e  goods. The a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  i n  r u r a l  

a r e a s ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  does n o t  p l a c e  v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s h i p  i n t o  such d i r e c t  

compet i t ion  w i th  t h e  poor (Hunter 1981:24). A g r i c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  

a l s o  tend t o  bypass  t h e  poo re s t  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  t hey  do n o t  possess  

t h e  means of p roduct ion  necessary  t o  pa r t i c ipa t e - - i . e . ,  l and .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  s e r v i c e s  and s u b s i d i e s  supp l i ed  by a g r i c u l t u r a l  p ro jec t s - -  

t r a c t o r s ,  l a r g e  l i v e s t o c k ,  i r r i g a t i o n  pumps, long-maturing inves tments  

such a s  c i t r u s  t r e e s  and o t h e r  perennia l s - -a re  o f t e n  s u i t e d  on ly  

t o  be t t e r -o f f  fa rmers .  The h e a l t h  and o t h e r  p r o j e c t s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

of t h e  r e l i e f  days,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  may have less "na tura l"  e x c l u s i o n  

of t h e  poor b u i l t  i n t o  them because they provide  more i n d i v i s i b l e  

o r  c o l l  e c t i v e  goods. 



An i n t e r e s t i n g  example of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  impacts 

of c o l l e c t i v e  ( o r  i n d i v i s i b l e )  v s .  non-collect.ive p r o j e c t s  comes 

from t h e  h i s t o r y  of i r r i g a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  i n  I n d i a .  Bardhan (1981:4) 

r e p o r t s  t h a t  be fo re  o l d e r  i r r i g a t i o n  systems were rep laced  by tubewel l s  

owned by i n d i v i d u a l  fa rmers ,  v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s h i p  had a  pe r sona l  i n t e r e s t  

i n  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h e  maintenance of t h e  i r r i g a t i o n  c a n a l s ,  which 

redounded t o  t h e  b e n e f i t  of a l l  farmers .  With t h e  advent oL tubewel l s ,  

however, i t  was p o s s i b l e  f o r  fa rmers  t o  provide  themselves i n d i v i d u a l l y  

w i th  i r r i g a t i o n  wa te r ,  a t  l e a s t  those  fa rmers  w e l l  o f f  enough t o  

i n v e s t  i n  t h e i r  own tubewel l s .  Th i s  meant t h a t  t h e  v i l l a g e  l e a d e r s h i p ,  

made up of t h e  be t t e r -o f f  fa rmers  who were a c q u i r i n g  t h e  tubewel l s ,  

no longer  were i n t e r e s t e d  i n  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h e  maintenance of t h e  

o l d  i r r i g a t i o n  channels .  The n e t  e f f e c t  of t h i s  change was t o  damage 

t h e  poorer  farmers  who could no t  a f f o r d  t o  i n v e s t  i n  t h e i r  own tubewel l s ,  

were s t i l l  dependent on t h e  communal system, and t h e r e f o r e  s u f f e r e d  

l o s s e s  due t o  t h e  d e c l i n i n g  maintensnce of t h a t  system. The evo lu t ion  

of technology,  t hen ,  had transformed i r r i g a t i o n  wa te r  from a c o l l e c t i v e  

t o  an i n d i v i d u a l  good, w i t h  adverse  e f f e c t s  on t h e  poor because of 

t h e  corresponding l o s s  of l e a d e r s h i p  i n t e r e s t  i n  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  

t h e  c o l l e c t i v e  good. The example a l s o  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  importance 

t o  p r o j e c t  e v a l u a t o r s  nc a s c e r t a i n i n g  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  imp l i ca t ions  

i n h e r e n t  i n  t h e  t echno log ie s  and a c t i v i t i e s  of a p r o j e c t ,  i n  o r d e r  

t o  h e l p  p r o j e c t  d e s i g n e r s  make b e t t e r  choices .  



An e v a l u a t i o n  of a  conununity development p r o j e c t  i n  Bangladesh 

i l l u s t r a t e s  t he  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of b r i ng ing  a g r i c u l t u r e  p r o j e c t s  t o  

t h e  poor.  It was h a r d e r  t o  f i n d  ways of h e l p i n g  t h e  l a n d l e s s  i n  

a g r i c u l t u r e ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  r e p o r t e d ,  t han  i n  h e a l t h  and s a n i t a t i o n .  

That  is ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  was no t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  l a n d l e s s  t e n a n t s ,  

t h e  PVO had less s u c c e s s f u l  r e l a r i o n s h i p s  w i t h  t h e  r e l e v a n t  government 

e n t i t i e s  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  than i n  h e a l t h  and s a n i t a !  i on ,  and i t  was 

more d i f f i c u l t  i n  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  m i n i s t r i e s  t o  g e t  t h e  s p e c i a l i s t s  

t o  g i v e  s e r v i c e  t o  t h e  poor .  By "graduat ing" from r e l i e f  t o  development,  

t hen ,  t h i s  PVO may have i n a d v e r t e n t l y  g radua ted  from t h e  poo re s t  

t o  t h e  not-so-poor. T h i s  may be  ano the r  reason  why some PVOs now 

tend t o  t h ink  of t h e  poo re s t  a s  unreachable .  

Income-earning p r o j e c t s ,  of cou r se ,  do n o t  have t o  exc lude  

t h e  p o o r e s t .  Large a s s e t h o l d i n g s  l i k e  land  a r e  n o t  r e q u i r e d  i n  many 

n o n - a g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduc t ion  a c t i v i t i e s ,  which o f t e n  account  f o r  a  

l a r g e  pe rcen t age  of t h e  i n c o m ~  af t h e  poo re s t  farm households  (Chuta & 

Liedholm 1979:14).  I n  many a r e a s ,  t h e  poo re s t  are more p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  

r e p r e s e n t e d  o r  more r e a d i l y  a s s i s t e d  i n  a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  sma l l  t r a d i n g ,  

c r a f t s ,  f i s h i n g ,  smal l  l i v e s t o c k ,  women-controlled p roduc t ion ,  c h a r c o a l  

making, peddl ing ,  and a  v a r i e t y  of g a t h e r i n g  o r  e x t r a c t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  

n o t  r e q u i r i n g  l and  ownership.  Even i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  t h e r e  are c e r t a i n  

p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  w i l l  b e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  t h e  p o o r e s t  

and less s u l t e d  t o  a p p r o p r i a t i o n  by e l i t e s .  Some examples a r e  l and  t i t l i n g  



a s s i s t a n c e ,  p rov i s ion  of subs id i zed  i n p u t s  and c r e d i t  t o  non-landowner 

fa rmers ,  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  and s u b s i d i e s  t o  female-cont ro l led  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and emphasis on low-s ta tus  c rops  and crop 

v a r i e t i e s  . 
A program of c r e d i t  and t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  sma l l  e n t e r p r i s e s  

i n  Botswana o f f e r s  an example of an  oppor tun i ty  f o r  t a r g e t i n g  a s s i s t a n c e  

f o r  non -ag r i cu l tu ra l  income-earning a c t i v i t i e s  on t h e  poor .  The 

e v a l u a t o r  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  ended up be ing  of most a s s i s t a n c e  

t o  e n t e r p r i s e s  owned by women, who were of lower socio-economic s t a t u s  

than  owners of t h e  male-headed e n t e r p r i s e s .  The male businessmen 

were involved i n  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  were cons idered  more p r e s t i g i o u s  

than  t h e i r  smal l  businesses--mainly,  c a t t l e - r a i s i n g ,  commercial farming 

and c i v i l  s e r v i c e .  They were n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  improving t h e  management 

of t h e i r  l o w - s t a t u s  smal l  b u s i n e s s e s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  and were n o t  r e spons ive  

t o  o r  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  PVO's t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n - e .  The women, i n  

c o n t r a s t ,  had no o t h e r  income-earning a c t i v i t i e s ,  and were n o t  wel l -  

o f f  enough t o  be  a f f e c t e d  by t h e  n e g a t i v e  s t a t u s  conno ta t i ons  of 

c a r i n g  about  o n e ' s  small bus ines s .  Though t h e  e v a l u a t o r  looked a t  

t h e  male d i s i n t e r e s t  as a problem, recommending t h a t  t h e  PVO a t tempt  

t o  change t h e  male a t t i t u d e s ,  t h e  d i s i n t e r e s t  could i n s t e a d  b e  looked 

a t  a s  an  exce1,ent  oppor tun i ty  f o r  t a r g e t i n g :  t h e  low-s ta tus  conno ta t i ons  

of sma l l  bus ines s  would a s s u r e  t h a t  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h i s  a r e a  would 

reach  mainly low-s ta tus  persons-- i .e . ,  t h e  poo re s t .  



~ a k i n ~  advantage of s o c i a l  s t igma a s  an oppo r tun i t y  f o r  improved 

t a r g e t i n g  on t h e  poor ha s  been sugges ted  on o t h e r  occas ions .  I n  

a  World Food Program r e p o r t  (1980:9) on p r o j e c t s  f o r  women, Dixon 

noted t h a t  p r o j e c t s  promoting i nc r ea sed  female  en ro l lmen t s  i n  secondary 

s c h o o l s  o r  v o c a t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  programs tended t o  draw s t u d e n t s  from 

more prosperous  groups.  T h i s  was n o t  t r u e  of  programs seek ing  t o  

employ women i n  p u b l i c  works c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s ,  because of t h e  

s o c i a l  s t igma of such work. For t h e  ve ry  poor ,  " the l a c k  of o p p o r t u n i t y  

f o r  work is f a r  more c o n s t r i c t i n g  than  a r e  c u l t u r a l  va lues . "  

Another example of an  oppo r tun i t y  t o  t a r g e t  income-earning 

a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e  on t h e  p o o r e s t  can b e  found i n  a  d i s c u s s i o n  

of  t h e  Ind i an  milk and o i l seed-growers '  coope ra t i ve s ,  

Eva lua to r s  of t h e  mi lk  coope ra t i ve  program found t h a t  households  

wi th  on ly  one mi lk  animal  and no land  b e n e f i t e d  more from membership, 

i n  terms of p r o p o r t i o n a l  income i n c r e a s e s ,  t h a n  members w i t h  l and  

and more than one animal .  Focusing some programs o r  a c t i v i t i e s  on 

l a n d l e s s  owners of a mi lk  animal ,  t hen ,  would r e s u l t  i n  au tomat ic  

t a r g e t i n g  on t h e  p o o r e s t .  The same e v a l u a t i o n  a l s o  compared t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of c o o p e r a t i v e s  i n  milk  and o i l s e e d  

produc t ion .  Whereas o i l s e e d  produc t ion  r e q u i r e s  landownership,  mi lk  

produc t ion  does  n o t .  I f  one wanted t o  t a r g e t  b e n e f i t s  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  

r eg ion  on t h e  poor ,  t hen ,  one might d i r e c t  prb,ect  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  

milk  produc t ion  r a t h e r  than  o i l s e e d  p roduc t ion .  



Even wi th in  t h e  o i l s e e d  growers '  p ro j ecc ,  t h e r e  were o p p o r t u n i t i e s  

t o  reach  t h e  poores t  t h a t  were no t  being used. For va r ious  reasons ,  

t h e  growers '  s o c i e t i e s  excluded a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a b o r e r s ,  sharecroppers ,  

and female heads of household, The e v a l u a t o r s  suggested 

t h a t  t h e  s o c i e t i e s  could o f f e r  a  kind of " a s soc i a t e  s ea tus"  t o  l a b o r e r s ,  

who were paid i n  kind a t  h a r v e s t ,  s o  t h a t  they might ga in  t h e  b e n e f i t s  

of market ing t h e i r  in-kind payments through t h e  c o o p e r a t i v e ' s  marketing 

channels .  Assoc ia te  s t a t u s  was a l s o  recommended f o r  l a n d l e s s  r e s i d e n t s  

so  t h a t  they might b e n e f i t  from t h e  f avo rab le  p r i c e s  of commodities 

o f f e r e d  by t h e  coopera t ive  s t o r e .  Another example of o p p o r t u n i t i e s  

f o r  t a r g e t i n g  is  presented  i n  t h e  fol lowing s e c t i o n .  

The new development focus  on income-earning a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n  

sum, i s  a commendable t r a n s i t i o n  away from t h e  pe rcep t ion  of t h e  

poor a s  f i t  only f o r  c h a r i t y .  A t  t h e  same time, t h i s  a t tempt  t o  

t r e a t  t h e  poor a s  producers  has  sometimes r e s u l t e d  i n  t h e  inadve r t en t  

exc lus ion  of t h e  poores t  from t h e  new product ion-or ien ted  pro jec ts - -  

l e a d i n g  f u l l  c i r c l e  back t o  a  pe rcep t ion  of t h e  poores t  as unreachable.  

The dilemma can be p a r t l y  reso lved  by a g r e a t e r  awareness of t h e  

" t r ick le-up"  dangers  i n h e r e n t  i n  p r o j e c t s  involv jng  income-earning 

and a g r i c u l t u r e .  With some e x t r a  thought and s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  t h e s e  

dangers ,  as suggested above, PVOs (and l a r g e  ;onors) w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  

t h e  poores t  a r e  n o t  s o  unreachable.  



R e l i e f ,  c h a r i t y  and "The Woman Quest ion" - 
Many PVOs s t a r t e d  a s  r e l i e f  and c h a r i t y  o p e r a t i o n s ,  and some 

s t i l l  con t inue  t o  do c o n s i d e r a b l e  work i n  t h i s  a r e a .  The w e l f a r e  

way of t h ink ing  about  t h e  poor may be more d i f f i c u l t  t o  shake  o f f ,  

a s  t h e  PVOs become more "developmental ," than t h e  w e l f a r e  t e chn iques  

themselves .  P r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  i nvo lv ing  women a r e  a  good example. 

From my r ead ing  of t h e  PVO e v a l u a t i o n s ,  t h e  PVOs seem t o  have been 

a s  s low a s  t h e  l a r g e  donors  i n  focus ing  on women a s  a pove r ty  group 

(women-headed households  be ing  over - represen ted  among t h e  p o o r e s t ) ,  

i n  bei.ng concerned about  t h e  e x c l u s i o n  of women from income-generating 

p r o j e c r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  and i n  r e a l i z i n g  t h a t  p r o j e c t s  

t y p i c a l l y  engage w i th  women mainly a s  homemakers r a t h e r  t han  as income- 

e a r n e r s .  AID-financed PVOs, acco rd ing  t o  one commentator, have n o t  

gone much beyond r h e t o r i c  oil t h e  m a t t e r  of women, 

A s  i n  t h e  c a s e  of t h e  l a r g e  donors ,  much of t h e  women-related 

PVO a c t i v i t y  i nvo lves  t h e  t e a c h i n g  of sewing and cooking and o t h e r  

a c t i v i t i e s ,  l i k e  n u t r i t i o n  educa t i on ,  t h a t  enhance t h e  woman s r o l e  

a s  homemaker bu t  n o t  a s  income-earner. Women's programs i n  home 

economics,  a s  one commentator on PVO p r o j e c t s  r e p o r t s ,  a r e  " a t t r a c t i v e  

and u s e f u l  t o  t h e  e l i t e  women of t h e  community, b u t  [ a r e ]  i r r e l e v a n t  

f o r  t h e  poor  ones ,  whose f i r s t  need is t o  e a r n  some income" (Coombs 

1981: lS) .  Hand ic r a f t  p r o j e c t s  f o r  women, moreover, t y p i c a l l y  f i n a n c e  

c r a f t s  t h a t  a r e  time consuming, p rov ide  l i t t l e  income, and a r e  n o t  



e a s i l y  upgradable t o  y i e l d  h i g h e r  p r i c e s  ( D h a m i j a  1981 : 2 ) .  Though 

h a n d i c r a f t  p r o j e c t s  a r e  t h e  t y p i c a l  choice  f o r  women's p r o j e c t s ,  

h a n d i c r a f t s  o f t e n  r e p r e s e n t  a  more complicated way of gene ra t i ng  

income than o t h e r  cho ices ,  such a s  food p roces s ing  f o r  l o c a l  markets  

There a r e  excep t ions ,  of cou r se ,  t o  t h e  inadequac ies  c i t e d  

above, like a  s u c c e s s f u l  c r a f t s  p roduct ion  and market ing p r o j e c t  

i n  H a i t i .  But t h e  excep t ions  a r e  s t r a n g e l y  ~ e w  i n  number 

f o r  a group of o r g a n i z a t i o n s  t h a t  has  had more involvement w i th  women 

over  t h e  l a s t  two decades--as widows, "unwed mothers" and undernourished 

mothers--than have t h e  l a r g e  donors .  That PVOs have a l ong  h i s t o r y  

of t h ink ing  about  t h e  poo re s t  and women i n  terms of c h a r i t y  and dependency 

may have c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  t h i s  slowness t o  t h i n k  about  women a s  income- 

e a r n e r s  and c o n t r i b u t o r s  t o  o u t p u t .  3 

The c a s e  of PVO and donor promotion of k i t c h e n  gardens i l l u s t r a t e s  

t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  exper ienced  by PVOs, a long  w i t h  governments and donors ,  

i n  viewing women a s  having p roduc t ive  p o t e n t i a l .  The c l o s e s t  t h a t  

most p r o j e c t s  come t o  recogniz ing  t h e  p roduc t ive  r o l e  of women i n  

a g r i c u l t u r e  is t h e  promotion of k i t c h e n  gardens ,  a  p r o v e r b i a l  f e a t u r e  

of many PVO and o t h e r  p r o j e c t s .  These k i t c h e n  gardens appear  as 

a s p e c t s  of n u t r i t i o n ,  and n o t  a g r i c u l t u r a l ,  programs. The gardens,  

1 Thi s  p o i n t  has  a l s o  been made by Germain (1976-77). 



moreover, never  e l i c i t  t h e  funding,  t h e  subs id i zed  i n p u t s ,  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  o r  t h e  r e s e a r c h  i n t e r e s t  t h a t  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs 

do. I n  t hose  c a s e s  where r e sou rces  a r e  devoted t o  k i t c h e n  gardens ,  

they  are channeled through t h e  male members of t h e  f ami ly - - r e su l t i ng ,  

i n  a t  l e a s t  one documented ca se ,  i n  p r o j e c t  f a i l u r e  ( P i e r c e  C o l f e r  

1981 : 9) . 
The l a c k  of i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  k i t c h e ?  garden a s  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

p roduct ion  is remarkable .  Kitchen gardens ,  though u s u a l l y  po r t r ayed  

a s  "hobbies" of t h e  lady  of t h e  house,  o f t e n  make s i g n i f i c a n t  

c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  household income. Because they a r e  a d j a c e n t  t o  

t h e  house, they r e c e i v e  more i n t e n s i v e  c a r e  and f e r t i l i z a t i o n  ( i n  

t h e  form of household r e f u s e  and sma l l - l i ve s tock  droppings)  than  

t h e  f i e l d  c rops ;  they thus  show h ighe r  per -acre  y i e l d s  f o r  c rops  

grown a l s o  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  and a r e  o f t e n  more economically a p p r o p r i a t e  

than  t h e  f i e l d  f o r  c u l t i v a t i o n  of high-value and high-cost  ( i n  terms 

of l a b o r ,  management and i n p u t s )  c rops .  I n  many c o u n t r i e s ,  moreover, 

k i t c h e n  gardens a r e  t h e  p l a c e  where exper imenta t ion  t a k e s  p l a c e  w i t h  

new seeds ,  new i n p u t s  and new p l a n t i n g  p rac t i ce s .1  Farmers may sometimes 

no t  even t r y  ou t  t h e s e  new t h i n g s  i n  t h e  f i e l d  c rops  u n t i l  they  have 

been proven i n  t h e  k i t c h e n  gardens.  One would t h ink ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

t h a t  k i t c h e n  gardens and t h e  women who c o n t r o l  them would be a  f o c a l  

b e r m e e r  ( n . d . )  r e p o r t s  on t h i s  phenomenon i n  N ige r i a ,  and Johnson (1972)  
c i t e s  evidence from New Guinea, Laos, and t h e  P h i l i p p i n e s .  I have a l s o  
observed t h i s  phenomenon i n  my work i n  Nor theas t  B r a z i l .  



p o i n t  f n r  i n t roduc ing  improved a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n p u t s  and p r a c t i c e s .  

A g r i c u l t u r a l  p roduct ion  p r o j e c t s ,  however, r o u t i n e l y  a t tempt  t o  i n t roduce  

new i n p u t s  and p r a c t i c e s  only through t h e  f i e l d  c rops  and t h e  men 

who c o n t r o l  them. 

Because k i t c h e n  gardens a r e  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  under  t h e  c o n t r o l  

of women, f i n a l l y ,  they  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  a p p r o p r i a t e  a s  t a r g e t e d  

income-earning p r o j e c t s  f o r  t h e  poor.  S ince  s o  many PVO a c t i v i t i e s  

wi th  women inc lude  k i t c h e n  gardens--mainly f o r  n u t r i t i o n a l  ob jec t ives - -  

they should b e  pa id  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n  i n  e v a l u a t i o n s .  Are t h e r e  

c a s e s  where k i t c h e n  garden promotion d i d  l e a d  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e s  - 
i n  household income? What made t h e s e  c a s e s  d i f f e r e n t ?  Were t h e r e  

any c a s e s  of a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  k i t c h e n  gardens t h a t  involved s i g n i f i c a n t  

funding f o r  i n p u t s ,  c r e d i t ,  o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  ex t ens ion?  How d i d  t h i s  

come about?  

The s p e c i a l i s t  and t h e  g e n e r a l i s t  

The t r ans fo rma t ion  of PVOs from r e l i e f  and w e l f a r e  t o  development 

agenc i e s  has  meant, f o r  some PVOs, t h e  t a k i n g  on of more community 

needs than might have been done i n  t h e  p a s t .  I f  a  PVO had worked 

only i n  h e a l t h ,  f o r  example, then  i t  was encouraged ( p a r t l y  by AID) 

t o  become more "developmental" by d i v e r s i f y i n g  i n t o  o t h e r  : I -eas  l i k e  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  educa t ion ,  small  p u b l i c  works p r o j e c t s ,  

etc.--to become, i n  o t h e r  words,  a  mini-development agency. I n  c e r t a i n  

ways, t h i s  ~uulti-component o r  " in t eg ra t ed"  v i s i o n  of development 



and development p r o j e c t s  looks  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  emphasis of t h e  l a r g e  

donors on i n t e g r a t e d  r u r a l  development p r o j e c t s ,  a  r e s u l t  of t h e  

s h i f t  of development a s s i s t a n c e  toward the  poor dur ing  t h e  1970s. 

The broadness  of t h e  new developmental approach of some PVOs may be 

d iminish ing  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  do e f f e c t i v e  p r o j e c t s  and r each  t h e  poores t .  

A few c a s e s  from t h e  PVO e v a l u a t i o n s  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  p o i n t .  

An e v a l u a t i o n  of a  community development p r o j e c t  i n  Yemen 

noted t h a t  t h e  PVO had been s u c c e s s f u l  i n  water  r e sou rce  development 

p r o j e c t s ,  which were of h igh  p r i o r i t y  t o  l o c a l  l eade r s ,  But 

t h e  commitment of t h e  PVO t o  t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  approach, it was r epor t ed ,  

slowed down t h e  f u r t h e r  p r o g r e s s  t o  be made i n  water .  The same e v a l u a t o r  

r epo r t ed  t h a t  it was d i f f i c t r l t  f o r  PVO s t d f f e r s ,  who were experienced 

o r  t r a i n e d  i n  s e c t o r - s p e c i f i c  work, t o  accept  and work e f f e c t i v e l y  

under a n  approach t h a t  sought t o  do a  l i t t l e  b i t  i n  each a r e a .  The 

i n t e g r a t e d  approach, moreover, was s a i d  t o  b e  adhered t o  s t r o n g l y  

by PVO management wi thout  r ega rd  t o  "pragmatic cons ide ra t ions"  of 

what t h e  PVO could a c t u a l l y  d e l i v e r .  The PVO 's "unyie ld ing  commitment" 

t o  t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  method c r e a t e d  confusion on t h e  s t a f f ,  i t  was s a i d ,  

and r a i s e d  unsus t a inab le  expec ta t ions  i n  t h e  community about  what 

t h e  PVO would b e  a b l e  t o  do. 

I n  Bangladesh, where PVOs worked i n  tandem w i t h  government 

m i n i s t r i e s ,  t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  approach was found t o  have bogged down 

t h e  p roces s  of t h e  program s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  The PVO had o r i g i n a l l y  



s p e c i a l i z e d  i n  h e a l t h  b u t ,  a s  i t  became developmental,  d i v e r s i f i e d  

i n t o  o t h e r  a r e a s .  The m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of p r o j e c t  components r equ i r ed  

a  p a r a l l e l  m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of PVO-ministry r e l a t i o n s ,  each component 

corresponding t o  a  d i f f e r e n t  m i n i s t r y .  S ince  PVO-ministry r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

took cons ide rab le  t i m e  t o  b u i l d ,  t h e  need f o r  v a r i o u s  such r e l a t i o n s ,  

r a t h e r  than  one,  increased  excess ive ly  t h e  work t o  be  accomplished. 

On top  of t h e  need t o  form t h e s e  a d d i t i o n a l  PVO-ministry r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  

coo rd ina t ion  between t h e  va r ious  components was required-- thus p l a c i n g  

on t h e  PVO t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  burden of g e t t i n g  m i n i s t r i e s  t o  coo rd ina t e  

t h e i r  p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s  w i th  each o t h e r  and wi th  t h e  PVO. 

The problem of inter-agency coord ina t ion  f o r  development p r o j e c t s  

is by now a  legendary one; t h a t  i t  was a l s o  p rob lema t i ca l  f o r  t h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t  i s  n o t  s u r p r i s i n g .  

An a d d i t i o n a l  a spec t  of " i n t e g r a t i o n "  i n  t h e  Bangladesh p r o j e c t  

was t h a t  some m i n i s t r i e s  were more coope ra t ive  than  o t h e r s ,  p a r t l y  

because of t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e i r  r e s p e c t i v e  t a s k s .  A g r i c u l t u r e  m i n i s t r i e s  

had a  s e p a r a t e  s p e c i a l i s t  o r  s e p a r a t e  department f o r  each of va r ious  

a c t i v i t i e s - - l i v e s t o c k ,  c rops ,  f i s h e r i e s ,  e t c .  The PVO was t h u s  dependent 

on f o r g i n g  s e v e r a l  independent r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i th  spec i a l i s t s - -no t  

j u s t  one wi th  t h e  minis try-- in  o r d e r  t o  make t h e  a g r i c u l t u r e  component 

work. (As recounted above, a g r i c u l t u r e  was a l s o  problematic  because 

t h e  s p e c i a l i s t s  were l e s s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  working wi th  t h e  poor than  

were t h e  s t a f f s  of m i n i s t r i e s  d e a l i n g  wi th  h e a l t h ,  s a n i t a t i o n ,  family 



planning  and h a n d i c r a f t s . )  I n  h e a l t h ,  n u t r i t i o n  and family planning-- 

a l l  i n  t he  same minis t ry- - the  t h r e e  a r e a s  overlapped enough i n  m i n i s t r y  

o rgan izq t ion  and i n  p r a c t i c e  t h a t  t h e r e  was no such problem. 

An e v a l u a t i o n  of ano the r  i n t e g r a t e d  p r o j e c t  i n  Gaza and t h e  

West Bank noted t h a t  though t h e  PVO planned t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  approach,  

i t  was forced  by c i rcumstances  t o  do p r o j e c t s  t h a t  were simply " t a r g e t s  

of oppor tun i ty . "  The p r o j e c t s ,  t h s t  i s ,  made no  s e n s e  as p a r t  of 

t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  approach, bu t  were undertaken because t h e r e  was s t r o n g  

l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  p r e s s u r e  t o  do them. The p r o j e c t s  were c a r r i e d  o u t  

q u i t e  s u c c e s s f u l l y ,  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  r e p o r t e d ,  "even though" t h e  planned 

and i n t e g r a t e d  approach had t o  be  foregone.  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h i s  

same and o t h e r  e v a l u a t o r s  c r i t i c i z e d  t h e  p r o j e c t s  r e s u l t i n g  from 

t h e  ta rge ts -of -oppor tun i ty  approach a s  "unplanned," "of ques t i onab le  

va lue ,  " and a s  r e f l e c t i n g  "undue" l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  i n f  h e n c e .  

But such i n f l u e n c e ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  i s  a l s o  a form of " loca l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n . "  

The c r i t i q u e  of t h e s e  r e s u l t s ,  i n  o t h e r  words, r e v e a l s  a  c e r t a i n  

c o n t r a d i c t i o n  between t h e  PVO goa l  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and t h a t  of 

"development , , I1  a s  r ep re sen t ed  by t h e  PVO1s p r e f e r e n c e ,  i n  t h i s  ca se ,  

f o r  i n t e g r a t e d  p lanning .  Here i s  a  c a s e  where t h e  top-down o r  ou t s ide - in  

model of PVO i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  community would g i v e  a  l e s s  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  

exp lana t ion .  1 

%he p r o j e c t s  were n o t  good, t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  was s ay ing ,  because t h e  
PVO was a l lowing  i t s e l f  t o  be  d i v e r t e d  from i ts "outs ide" concept ion 
of  what was t h e  b e s t  way t o  proceed.  (Also u s i n g  t h e  top-down model, 
I would add t h a t  t h e  " in t eg ra t ed"  approach was n o t  t h e  b e s t  choice  
among top-down s t r a t e g i e s . )  



Other  e v a l u a t i o n s  expressed d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  i n t e g r a t e d  

approach and i t s  i m p l i c a t i o n s .  An eva lua t ion  of a  PVO u s i n g  an i n t e g r a t e d  

approach expressed impat ience w i t h  t h e  "endless  juggl ing"  of p r o j e c t  

components "without a  consc ious  s t r a t e g y  t o  produce s u s t a i n e d  secondary 

impact e f f e c t s  among them." Communities chosen f o r  i n t e g r a t e d  p r o j e c t s  

i n  Bangladesh and Ghana were r epo r t ed  t o  b e  more i n t e r e s t e d  i n  acqu i r ing  

s p e c i f i c  s e r v i c e s  through t h e  PVO and d id  n o t  want t o  engage i n  t h e  

across-the-board i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of community needs e n t a i l e d  i n  t h e  

community development approach. 

There a r e  t h r e e  i n t e r e s t i n g  imp l i ca t ions  of t h e s e  e v a l u a t i o n  

f i n d i n g s ,  a l l  of which r e l a t e  t o  t h e  a b i l i t y  of PVOs t o  reach t h e  poores t .  

The f i r s t ,  from t h e  Bangladesh exper ience ,  is t h a t  r e i a t i o n s  wi th  

government e n t i t i e s  a r e  important  t o  g e t t i n g  th ings  accomplished 

and t h a t  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s  vary  accord ing  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  d e s i g n  and 

a c t i v i t y .  Multi-component p r o j e c t s ,  f o r  example, r e q u i r e  t h e  

e s t ab l i shmen t  of s e v e r a l  independent l i n e s  t o  v a r i o u s  m i n i s t r i e s  

o r  m i n i s t e r i a l  departments.  A g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o j e c t s ,  ano the r  example, 

r e q u i r e  more i n d i v i d u a l  PVO-ministry r e l a t i o n s h i p s  than  do hea l th -  

nu t r i t ion- fami ly-p lanning  p r o j e c t s ,  because of t h e  g r e a t e r  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  

i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  m i n i s t r i e s .  A c t i v i t i e s  r e l a t i n g  t o  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  

as a  f i n a l  example, involve  s p e c i a l i s t s  whq tend t o  b e  l e s s  experienced 

a t  and less sympathet ic  toward working wi th  t h e  poor than  do  a c t i v i t i e s  

i n  h e a l t h ,  n u t r i t i o n  and fami ly  planning.  



Based on t h e s e  Bangladesh f i n d i n g s  and my own expe r i ence ,  

one might ven tu re  t h e  fo l lowing  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  about PVO-government 

r e l a t i o n s :  PVOs t h a t  s t a r t e d  o u t  s p e c i a l i z i n g  i n  h e a l t h  and then  

" i n t e g r a t e "  i n t o  a g r i c u l t u r e  and o t h e r  a r e a s ,  may have reduced t h e i r  

a b i l i t y  t o  reach  t h e  poo re s t  because  of (1) t h e  nea r - imposs ib i l i t y  

of f o r g i n g  many PVO-ministry r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  a s  opposed t o  one; and 

(2)  t h e  l e s s e r  sympathy f o r  t h e  poor found among t h e  t e c h n o c r a t s  

of t h e  "developmental" m i n i s t r i e s .  Explor ing t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e s e  

PVO-government re la t ions- -under  what c o n d i t i o n s  they  work, o r  f a i l  

to--should be an  important  t a s k  of e v a l u a t i o n .  It i s  d i scus sed  a t  

l e n g t h  i n  t h e  nex t  s e c t i o n .  

A second imp l i ca t i on  of t h e  above examples i s  t h a t  i n  t h e  

days of pure  r e l i e f ,  when PVOs d i d n ' t  worry about  development,  they  

were more s p e c i a l i z e d  o r  t a s k - s p e c i f i c .  They tended t o  work a t  one 

activity--community h e a l t h  programs, l i v e s t o c k  a s s i s t a n c e ,  small 

b u s i n e s s  e n t e r p r i s e ,  e t c .  They became competent a t  c e r t a i n  t a s k s  

and i n  c e r t a i n  c o u n t r i e s  and r eg ions .  With t h e  new development 

o r i e n t a t i o n ,  and AID p r e s s u r e  and funds  t o  b u i l d  up t h e i r  c a p a c i t y  

a s  developmental  agenc i e s ,  they  have expanded f u n c t i o n a l l y  and 

geograph ica l ly .  Though o r g a n i z a t i o n s  can o f t e n  succeed a t  t a k i n g  

on new t a s k s ,  a f t e r  s u c c e s s f u l l y  performing a  f i r s t  one, t h i s  i s  

n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  ca se .  And i t  seems no t  t o  have been t h e  c a s e  

i n  t h e  examples p re sen t ed  above, p a r t l y  because t h e  new t a s k s  were 

more d i f f i c u l t  t o  t a r g e t  on t h e  poor.  



Improved t a r g e t i n g  on t h e  poor may a c t u a l l y  r e s u l t  from narrowing 

down one ' s  scope of a c t i v i t y - - o r  s h i f t i n g  f o c u s  w i t h i n  a  s i n g l e  a c t i v i t y - -  

r a t h e r  than  from becoming more comprehensive. A community h e a l t h  

program i n  Bangladesh, f o r  example, p u l l e d  ou t  of g e n e r a l  c l i n i c s  

and s p e c i a l i z e d  i n  ma te rna l  and c h i l d  h e a l t h  on ly ,  because t h e  g e n e r a l  

c l i n i c s  were used mainly by men. Pover ty  and m a l n u t r i t i o n  were 

g r e a t e r  among t h e  women-headed households  than  among t h e  male, and 

t h e  program wanted t o  t a r g e t  women. S i m i l a r l y ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  

programs have become more s u c c e s s f u l  i n  r each ing  smal l  fa rmers  when 

c r e d i t  a c t i v i t i e s  were narrowed t o  food c r o p s  on ly ,  o r  t o  s p e c i f i c  

c rops  o r  v a r i e t i e s  produced mainly by s m a l l e r  fa rmers .  

The p o i n t  I am making about t a s k  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  is  r e a l l y  

a  c o l l a p s i n g  of two p o i n t s  i n t o  one--namely, t h a t  c e r t a i n  t a s k s  a r e  

more a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  t a r g e t i n g  on t h e  poor ,  and t h a t  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

sometimes do b e t t e r  a t  s i n g l e ,  wel l -def ined t a s k s  than  comprehensive, 

d i f f u s e  ones.  An example of t h e  l a t t e r  p o i n t ,  u n r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  

of t a r g e t a b i l i t y ,  comes from a  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  program t o  a  

major s t e e l  m i l l  i n  Indones ia .  The e v a l u a t o r  found t h a t  t h e  PVO 

was most s u c c e s s f u l  i n  p rov id ing  a s s i s t a n c e  where s p e c i f i c  problems 

were addressed--such a s  maintenance and inven to ry ing  of heavy equipment 

and c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  of t i n  p l a t i n g ,  The PVO was unsucces s fu l ,  

however, i n  t r a n s f e r r i n g  techniques  of p o l i c y  p lanning  and i n  a s s i s t i n g  

i n  t h e  planning of a  f i ve -yea r  program of p l a n t  expansion. Another 



example of a  d i s c r e t e  t a s k  and success  is t h e  a r e a  of  c r e d i t  t o  small  

bus ines s  e n t e r p r i s e ,  which seems t o  have a  more uniform r a t e  of success  

than  most PVO programs. 

What's r e l i e f  and wha t ' s  development? 

The t h i r d  i m p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  above examples i s  i r o n i c .  PVOs 

seem t o  be expanding from a r e a s  l i k e  h e a l t h  and n u t r i t i o n  ( t h e  "welfare" 

s e c t o r s )  i n t o  t h e  "development" s e c t o r s  of a g r i c u l t u r e ,  p r e c i s e l y  

a t  t h e  moment t h a t  t h e  l a r g e  donors a r e  t u rn ing  toward t h e  " soc i a l  

s e c t o r s , "  a f t e r  l e a r n i n g  t h a t  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of  p u b l i c  expendi tures  

i n  t h e s e  l a t t e r  s e c t o r s  tend t o  be more f avo rab le  t o  t h e  poor. J u s t  

a s  PVOs have s t a r t e d  t o  look  a t  work i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s e c t o r s  as we l f a re  

r a t h e r  than development, t h e  l a r g e  donors have been r e d e f i n i n g  the  

o u t p u t s  of programs i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s e c t o r s  a s  "developmental"--i.e., 

a s  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  n a t i o n a l  ou tput  through t h e  c r e a t i o n  of a  b e t t e r -  

educated,  bet ter-housed,  be t t e r - f ed  and more h e a l t h y  work fo rce .  1 

Though t h e  PVOs' d e s i r e  t o  have a  more long- l a s t ing  impact on t h e  

poor is  a l audab le  change i n  s t r a t e g y ,  then ,  t h i s  d e s i r e  may cause 

PVOs and t h e i r  funders  t o  i gnore  t h e  c o n t r i b u t i o n  they  had made t o  

~ c t i v i t i e s  t h a t ,  though f i r s t  taken on i n  t h e  name of r e l i e f ,  have 

t r u l y  developmental p o t e n t i a l .  

1 
See, f o r  example, Burki (1981). 



The we l f a re  philosophy and t h e  t a s k  of r e l i e f ,  i n  sum, helped 

PVOs i n  t h e  p a s t  t o  ga in  s p e c i a l  competence a t  c e r t a i n  t a s k s  and 

i n  reaching  t h e  poor.  The t r a n s i t i o n  from r e l i e f  t o  development 

may be  d i l u t i n g  t h a t  s p e c i a l  competence, and g e t t i n g  t h e  PVOs i n t o  

ways of t h i n k i n g  and doing th ings  t h a t  make t h e  t a s k  of reaching  

t h e  poor more d i f f i cu l t - - and  t h a t  make t h e s e  o rgan iza t ions  look  more 

l i k e ,  r a t h e r  than d i s t i n c t  from, t h e  o t h e r  donors.  Thus t h e  PVOs' 

self-proclaimed competence a t  r each ing  t h e  poor may have been a s  

much a  func t ion  of t h e  k inds  of t a s k s  they engaged i n  dur ing  t h e  days 

of r e l i e f  as i t  was of t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  o rgan iza t ions  themselves.  

The new importance of t h e  s o c i a l  s e c t o r s  t o  l a r g e  donors  

and governments--health, n u t r i t i o n ,  fami ly  p lanning ,  educa t ion ,  p o t a b l e  

water--would seem t o  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  r e a l  oppor tuni ty  f o r  PVOs t o  

s h i n e  today.  Indeed, some PVOs have ques t ioned  t h e  dichotomous 

c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  of t h e i r  p a s t  and p re sen t  a c t i v i t i e s  a s  r e l i e f  v s .  

development, and worry t h a t  AID and o t h e r s  w i l l  n o t  a p p r e c i a t e  how 

r e l e v a n t  t h e i r  p a s t  exper ience  is t o  what they a r e  doing now. PVOs, 

then ,  could show t h e  way f o r  governments i n  a r e a s  where they have 

s p e c i a l i z e d  and where, a t  t h e  same t ime,  t a r g e t i n g  on t h e  poor may 

be  e a s i e r .  

To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  s o c i a l -  ~ c t o r  investments  are now looked 

a t  a s  making permanent c o n t r i b u t i o n s  t o  a  coun t ry ' s  growth, t h e  r e l i e f -  

vs.-development dichotomy of t h e  PVOs may n o t  be a  very u s e f u l  one. 



In certain ways, that is, this dichotomy is similar to the equity- 

vs.-growth discussion carried out among development economists and 

development-assistance practitioners over the last decade. The dichotomy 

came to be characterized as spurious by the more reformist among 

the technocrats and the economists--i.e., those philosophically closest 

to the PVOs. They argued that there were certain strategies by which 

one could pursue both growth and equity at the same time, and that 

various investments of benefit to the poor could not be characterized 

as "only" equity or welfare. It is ironic that in trying to "get 

away from relief," the PVOs sometimes sound more like the traditional 

development practitioners they criticize than the philosophically 

closer revisionists of that world. 

Not reaching the poorest, in sum, may be a more serious 

contradiction of PVO philosophy than is sometimes understood, if 

the poorest actually represent a significant portion of the income 

distribution, as suggested above, and not a narrow stratum resting 

at its bottom. At the same time, reaching the poorest may not be 

as difficult for the PVOs as is sometimes suggested. Part of the 

difficulty may result from the very evolution of PVOs from relief 

to development, as discussed in this section. Another aspect of 

this transition, not discussed here, is the very growth and sophistication 

that has been thrust upon PVOs in their new role ;s development 

entities. The greater bureaucratization that has accompanied such 



growth may be diminishing t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  and exper imenta l  q u a l i t i e s  

that,  a r e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of smal l  o rgan iza t ions  w i t h  circumscribed 

r e s p o n s i b i l i f  i e s  . 
With t h e  idea  of making t h e  poor less unreachable ,  one might 

want t o  ask  t h e  fo l lowing  k inds  of q u e ~ t i o n s  of e v a l u a t o r s .  Of 

t hose  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  reach t h e  t r u l y  poores t ,  what e x p l a i n s  t h e i r  

a b i l i t y ,  and no t  o t h e r s ,  t o  do so? What is t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  a c t i v i t y ?  

of t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between the  PVO and t h e  poores t ?  of t h e  PVO i t s e l f ?  

of t h e  e l i t e -poor  r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  community? I f  t h i s  s u b j e c t  were 

r o u t i n e l y  looked i n t o  by e v a l u a t o r s ,  one could e v e n t u a l l y  make some 

comparative s t a t emen t s  about  t h e  comparativn s u i t a b i l i t y  of c e r t a i n  

p r o j e c t  s t y l e s  and a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  t h e  popres t .  

Looking f o r  s p i l l o v e r s  

I n  t h e  ca ses  where PVOs a r e  doing good p r o j e c t s  t h a t  reach 

t h e  middle and upper groups i n  t h e  r u r a l  income d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  does 

t h i s  ma t t e r ,  i f  they a r e  doing t h e  job well? What does i t  ma t t e r ,  

t h a t  is ,  i f  they a r e  provid ing  goods and s e r v i c e s  t o  t h o s e  who previous ly  

had no access  t o  them, i f  they a r e  caus ing  growth i n  t h e  form of 

smal l - sca le  i n c r e a s e s  i n  product ion  and improvements i n  p r o d u c t i v i t y ?  

Some would argue,  i nc lud ing  myself ,  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  

accomplishment. Others  would add t h a t  t h e  poores t  can  be helped 

only by t h e  trickle-down e f f e c t s  of such e f f o r t s ,  o r  by chari ty--  



a s  was s t a t e d  i n  e v a l u a t i o n s  of t h e  community development program 

1 
i n  South Korca. Though some would have no t r o u b l e  w i th  t h i s  l i n e  

of argument,  t h e  PVOs might .  Jn t h e i r  own eyes ,  i t  may make them 

sound t o o  much l i k e  t h e  very  advoca t e s  of tr ickle-down t h e y  c r i t i c i z e .  

Thinking of t h e  poo re s t  a s  a  small unreachable  m i n o r i t y ,  a g a i n ,  keeps 

t h i s  i s s u c  from emerging a s  a  problem. But i f  t h e  p o o r e s t  r e p r e s e n t  

a  s i g n i f i c a n t  p ropo r t i on  of t h e  popu la t i on ,  then  PVO a c t i v i t y  could 

w e l l  b e  i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  p r a c t i c i n g  t r ickle-down i n  a  d e c e n t r a l i z e d  

way. 

I emphasiye t h e  t r ickle-down i s s u e  n o t  t o  expose c o n c r a d i c t i o n s  

i n  t h e  PVO phi losophy ,  o r  because  I t h i n k  PVOs should e x p l a i n  themselves 

more c o n s i s t e n t l y ,  bu t  t o  e x p l a i n  why I t h i n k  it i s  impor tan t  f o r  

e v a l u a t o r s  t o  look f o r  s p i l l o v e r  and spread  e f f e c t s .  I n  c a s e s  where 

p r o j e c t s  a r e  c o n t r o l l e d  by l o c a l  e l i t e s ,  t h e  maximizat ion of t h e s e  

spread  e f f e c t s  may b e  t h e  b e s t  way of r each ing  t h e  p o o r e s t .  Some 

ways of  working w i t h  l o c a l  e l i t e s  w i l l  l e a d  t o  b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e  

wider  community and o t h e r s  w i l l  n o t .  Some c o r n u n i t y  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  

1 Commenting on t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  PVO concen t r a t ed  i t s  e f f o r t s  i n  
t h e  b e t t e r - o f f  communities, t h e  e v a l u a t o r  no ted  t h a t  t h e  PVO1s community 
development t echnique  worked b e s t  among t h e  be t t e r -o f f ,  One 
could n o t  f a u l t  t h e  PVO, t h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  n o t  working among t h e  p o o r e s t .  
"Except f o r  o u t r i g h t  c h a r i t y , "  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  s a i d  i n  r e p o r t i n g  t h e  
r e a c t i o n s  of t h e  PVO t o  t h i s  f i n d i n g ,  h e l p i n g  t h e  p o o r e s t  would s imply 
have t o  depend on "trickle-down." Improving t h e  p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  
p o o r e s t  and a t  t h e  same t i m e  c a r r y i n g  o u t  a good development program, 
t h e  e v a l u a t o r  concluded, were c o n t r a d i c t o r y  o b j e c t i v e s .  



b e n e f i t  t h e  poor i n  g r e a t e r  p ropo r t i on  t o  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

decis ionmaking than w i l l  o t h e r  t ypes  of p r o j e c t s .  Eva lua to r s  need 

t o  look f o r  t h i s  type  of v a r i a t i o n ,  bu t  cannot  do i t  u n l e s s  they 

have a  good s e n s e  of who t h e  p o o r e s t  a r e  and how they e a r n  a  l i v i n g ,  

and u n l e s s  they t r a c k  down the  spread  of  p r o j e c t  b e n e f i t s  i n  and 

beyond t h e  community. 

The l i n e s  of q u e s t i o n i n g  t h a t  should  be  pursued by e v a l u a t o r s  

can be  i l l u s t r a t e d  w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  PVO e v a l u a t i o n s .  Some 

e v a l u a t o r s  p o i n t  o u t  o r  recommend a s t r a t e g y  of e l i t e  c o o p t a t i o n ,  

whereby e l i t e s  a r e  given f i r s t  a c c e s s  t o  p r o j e c t  b e n e f i t s  s o  as t o  

"buy" t h e i r  suppo r t  f o r  a  p r o j e c t ' s  subsequent  a c t i v i t i e s .  A s  no ted  

above, f o r  example, t h e  South Korea program provided t h e  b e s t  cows 

t o  l o c a l  l e a d e r s  f o r  t h i s  r ea son ,  a s  w e l l  a s  f i r s t  a c c e s s  t o  hous ing  

r e p a i r  m a t e r i a l s  and a s s i s t a n c e ,  A chu rch - r e l a t ed  community 

p r o j e c t  i n  Niger  gave e l i t e s  t h e  f i r s t  chance t o  a c q u i r e  new t h i n g s  

l i k e  cement w e l l s  i n  o r d e r  t o  persuade  them t o  suppez t  t h e  p r o j e c t s ,  

a  p o l i c y  t h a t  a l s o  i nc r ea sed  e x i s t i n g  i n e q u a l i t i e s  (Franke & Chasin 

1980) .  One e v a l u a t o r  of v a r i o u s  PVO p r o j e c t s  recommended t h a t  v i l l a g e  

p r o j e c t s  should  s t a r t  o f f  wi th  a c t i v i t i e s  c l e a r l y  b e n e f i c i a l  t o  t h e  

e l i t e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  win t h e  suppor t  of t h e  "powers t h a t  be , "  o r  a t  

l e a s t  t o  f o r e s t a l l  t h e i r  oppos i t i on  (Coombs 1981:47). Th i s  commentator 

responded t o  c r i t i c i s m s  t h a t  had been made of one p a r c i c u l a r  p r o j e c t ' s  

wa t e r  development a c t i v i t i e s ,  which had b e n e f i t e d  mainly l a r g e r  fa rmers ,  



by sugges t i ng  t h a t  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  had a l s o  a v e r t e d  t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  

of t h e s e  l a r g e  fa rmers  t o  l a t e r  p r o j e c t s  designed s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  

b e n e f i t  t h e  poo re s t  community members. 
I 

Are t h e s e  assumptions about  t h e  r e s u l t r ~  of e l i t e  c o o p t a t i o n  

borne o u t ?  Does t h e  g i v i n g  of f i r s t  c l a im  t o  e l i tes  f a c i l i t a t e  a 

l a t e r  e x t e n s i o n  of p r o j e c t  b e n e f i t s  t o  poorer  members--or does  t h i s  

f i r s t  move l o c k  t h e  p r o j e c t  i n t o  e l i t e  b e n e f i t 6  o r  b e n e f i t i n g  t h e  

e l i t e n  on ly?  How do t h e  answers vary  w i t h  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  a c t i v i t y  

and t h e  t y p e  of p r o j e c t  environment? What waR t h e  r e s u l t  of  t h e  

s t r a t e g y  c f  t h e  South Korea program, f o r  example, of  p rov id ing  t h e  

, ) e s t  cows t o  l o c a l  l e a d e r s  s o  a s  t o  "buy" t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 

suppor t ?  I n  t h e  c a s e s  wherc i t  worked, were t h e  i n f e r i o r  cows 

d i s t r i b u t e d  f a i r l y  e q u i t a b l y  i n  t h e  community? Were t h e  l e s s  well- 

o f f  community members aware t h a t  they  were r e c e i v i n g  i n f e r i o r  cows, 

and how d id  they  r e a c t  t o  i t ?  Was t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  cow q u a l i t y  

such a s  t o  make i t  economical ly  worthwhile  f o r  t h e  r e c i p i e n t s  of 

t h e  i n f e r i o r  cows t o  keep them? Was t h e r e  a  "spread" mechanism t h n t  

worked beyond t h e  cows? Fo r  example, were t h e  l o c a l  l e a d e r s  "bought" 

1 Designing programs s o  as t o  coopt  e l i t e s ,  of c o u r s e ,  i s  n o t  l i m i t e d  
t o  PVO p r o j e c t s .  A s t udy  of basic-human-needs programs, f o r  example, 
no ted  t h a t  c e r t a i n  c o u n t r i e s  l i k e  Egypt,  P a k i s t a n  and S r i  Lanka had 
adopted g e n e r a l  food-subsidy programs r a t h e r  t h a n  l i m i t i n g  t h e s e  
programs t o  t h e  poor  because  such programs would n o t  have been p o l i t i c a l l y  
a c c e p t a b l e  w i thou t  t h e  l a r g e  l e akages  t o  e l i tes  (Burki  1981:176\.  



wlth  cows i n  exchange f o r  t h e i r  suppor t  f o r  o t h e r  community p r o j e c t s  

un re l a t ed  t o  cows, t h a t  had more f avo rab le  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c l i a r a c t e r i s t i c s ?  

Does t h e  experience teach  us anyth ing  about  t h e  s t r a t e g y  of b e n e f i t i n g  

t h e  poor by buying t h e  coopera t lon  of t h e  e l i t e s ?  What do t h e  examples 

above teach  us ,  f i n a l l y ,  about t h e  cond i t i ons  under which i t  might be 

d e s i r a b l e  and Feas ib le  t o  by-pass t h e  e l i t e s  e n t i r e l y  r a t h e r  than t o  in-  

c lude  them ( a s  d iscussed  on pages 39-40)? 

A s i m i l a r  s e t  of ques t ions  could be  asked of t h e  community 

development p r o j e c t s  i n  Colombia and Honduras c i t e d  above. 

How would one i n t e r p r e t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r ~ j e c t s  r e s u l t e d  i n  15%-20% 

of community households having piped water  and l a t r i n e s ,  and t h a t  

only t h e  f a m i l i e s  wi th  land and c a t t l e  rece ived  Lorena s t o v e s  and 

f i s h  ponds? A t  t h e  time of t h e  eva lua t ion ,  was t h e  community i n  

t h e  c o u r s e  of provid ing  t h e s e  goods t o  t h e  remaining 80%-85% of t h e  

households,  o r  were t h e  15%-20% a dead end? I f  t h e s e  p r o j e c t  goods 

were indeed be ing  suppl ied  t o  t h e  less wel l -of f ,  what was t h e  mechanism 

by which t h e  "spread" was occu r r ing?  I f  t h e  15% was a dead end-- 

which I would s u s p e c t ,  given t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  goods provided--were 

t h e r e  any i n d i r e c t  impacts? Did t h e  i n i t i a l  achievement set i n  motion 

o t h e r  community p r o j e c t s  wi th  a  l e s s  b u i l t - i n  tendency f o r  skewness i n  

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of b e n e f i t s ?  



Was t h e  n u t r i t i o n a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  community, o r  i t s  poorest  

members, improved by an increased  supply of f i s h  i n  t h e  community? 

O r  was fish-pond production consumed by t h e  e l i t e  households t h a t  

received t h e  ponds, o r  was i t  shipped out  of t h e  community? Did 

t h e  f i s h  ponds and t h e  water  connect ions zepresent  a  f i r s t  s t e p  i n  

"buying" e l i t e  support f o r  f u r t h e r  community p r o j e c t s  of a  more e q u i t a b l e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n ?  Was t h e r e  any r a t i o n a l e ,  of t h i s  o r  any o t h e r  na tu re ,  

t h a t  made t h e  improvements of e l i t e  households a  l o g i c a l  f i r t t  s t e p  

i n  such a  program? These k inds  of ques t ions  should b e  c e n t r a l  t o  

PVO eva lua t ions  because they r ep resen t  tests of t h e  PVO propos i t ion  

t h a t  t h e  processes  they use  i n  t h e i r  community work a r e  t h e  bes t  

way t o  improve t h e  l i v e s  of t h e  poor. 



I V  - Rela t ions  with Government 

A s  noted i n  the  in t roduct ion ,  PVOs o f t e n  descr ibe  t h e i r  s t r e n g t h s  

by saying what they a r e  - no t .  They a r e  f r e e ,  they say, of t h e  bad 

q u a l i t i e s  of public-sector  donors: t h e  la rgeness ,  t h e  r i g i d i t y ,  and 

t h e  predominance of bureaucra t ic  c a r e s  r a t h e r  than concern f o r  people. 

They a l s o  c o n t r a s t  t h e i r  s t r e n g t h s  t o  p a r a l l e l  weaknesses i n  th i rd -  

world bureaucracies ,  though they d i s t i n g u i s h  between couunitted and 

uncommitted governments. The good-bad d i s t i n c t i o n  of PVO r h e t o r i c  

is s a i d  by some t o  r e f e r  t o  PVOs i n  c o n t r a s t  mainly t o  AID,  r a t h e r  

than t o  public-sector  e n t i t i e s  of the  t h i r d  world. But i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  

t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  two i n  t h e  r h e t o r i c :  l a r g e  public-sector  donors, 

a f t e r  a l l ,  work through third-world governments, and i t  is t h e  combination 

of t h e  two t h a t  tu rns  ou t ,  i n  t h e  r h e t o r i c ,  t o  be i n e f f e c t i v e .  

Though t h e  c o n t r a s t  t h a t  PVOs make between themselves and 

t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  has its t r u t h s ,  i t  a l s o  obscures t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

PVO p r o j e c t s  a r e  o f t e n  intertwined wi th  t h e  publ ic  s e c t o r  i n  myriad 

ways. What t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  i s  doing, the re fo re ,  i s  h ighly  re l evan t  

t o  t h e  outcomes of a l a r g e  subset  of PVO p r o j e c t s ,  con t r ibu t ing  t o  

success as well a s  t o  f a i l u r e .  Before d iscuss ing these  interdependent  

r e l a t i o n s ,  I would l i k e  t o  comment b r i e f l y  on t h e  meaning of t h e  

PVO comparison of t h e i r  own q u a l i t i e s  t o  those  of public-sector  e n t i t i e s ,  

My a t t e n t i o n  was o r i g i n a l l y  drawn t o  PVO-government i n t e r -  

dependencies by a  perplexing con t rad ic t ion  I found i n  t h e  PVO evaluat ions ,  



i n  my conversa t ions  w i t h  ex-PVO s t a f f e r s ,  and i n  my previous  f ie ldwork .  

PVO r h e t o r i c  o f t e n  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r  u n f l a t t e r i n g l y  and 

y e t ,  i n  many c a s e s ,  t h e r e  t u r n  o u t  t o  be  a l l  k inds  of PVO-government 

r e l a t i o n s  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  h e a l t h  s e c t o r .  Even 

when a p r o j e c t  r e q u i r e s  no formal coo rd ina t ion  between PVO and government, 

in formal  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a t  t h e  f i e l d  l e v e l  a r e  o f t e n  important  and 

t h e  f e e l i n g s  between t h e  two p a r t i e s  a r e  o f t e n  good. (Frequent ly ,  

o f  course ,  t h e  c a s e  is t h e  oppos i t e . )  I f  interdependency w i t h  government 

i s  s o  o f t e n  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  PVO p r o j e c t s ,  and t h e  r e l a t i o n s t l i p s  s o  

o f t e n  good, why t h e  r h e t o r i c  of d i s t a n c e  and t h e  u n f l a t t e r i n g  p o r t r a y a l  

of publ ic -sec tor  e f f o r t s  t o  r each  t h e  poor? 

The obvious p a r t  of t h e  exp lana t ion  is t h a t  t h e  U.S. government 

has  gran ted  cons ide rab le  funding t o  PVOs i n  t h e  1970s, throuph t h e  

U.S. f o r e i g n  a s s i s t a n c e  program, p r e c i s e l y  on t h e  grounds t h a t  they  

a r e  b e t t e r  than  t h e  p u b l i c  sec tor - - tha t  is, A I D  p r o j e c t s  w i th  t h i r d -  - 
world governments--at p r o j e c t s  f o r  t h e  poor. S ince  t h e s e  fo re ign  

a s s i s t a n c e  funds have helped PVOs t o  r e v e r s e  t h e  long-term d e c l i n e  

i n  p r i v a t e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s ,  i t  is important  f o r  t h e i r  own s u r v i v a l  

t h a t  t h e i r  c l a im  t o  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  be maintained.  But many U . S .  

PVOs t h a t  a r e  not  funded by AID, a s  w e l l  a s  many non-U.S. PVOs, a l s o  

d e s c r i b e  t h e i r  s t r e n g t h s  a s  oppos i t e s  of t h e  q u a l i t i e s  of t h e  p u b l i c  

s e c t o r .  ' There must be  some more gene ra l  exp lana t ion ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  

'see,  f o r  example, Kramer (1981), Coombs (1981) , Sommer (1977) . 



f o r  t h e  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  between PVO r h e t o r i c  and r e a l i t y  w i th  r e spec t  

t o  t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r .  

An a r t i c l e  on a l t e r n a t i v e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  

helped me t o  understand t h i s  c o n t r a d i c t i o n .  I n  a s tudy  of " c o l l e c t i v i s t -  

democratic" o rgan iza t ions  i n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  Rothschild-Whitt  (1976) 

poin ted  ou t  t h a t  t h e s e  groups tended t o  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e  a s  

" a l t e r n a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n s 1 '  by t h e i r  oppos i t i on  t o  e x i s t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

and c u l t u r a l  va lues .  The oppos i t i on  might b e  r e a l  o r  on ly  symbolic. 

Not only d i d  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  d e f i n e  themselves i n  t h i s  

o p p o s i t i o n a l  way bu t ,  t h e  a u t h o r  sugges ted ,  t h e i r  growth might a c t u a l l y  

be enhanced by t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of a h o s t i l e  i n s t i t u t i o n  they  could -- 
oppose (p. 79). Based on t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  t h e  a u t h o r  hypothesized 

t h a t  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of reforms i n  t h e  c r i t i c i z e d  and dominant 

i n s t i t u t i o n ,  a long t h e  l i n e s  p ioneered  by t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  o rgan iza t ion ,  

would end up weakening t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  which now would 

have less t o  oppose. 

Though PVOs a r e  i n  some ways d i f f e r e n t  than  t h e  groups 

descr ibed  by Rothschild-Whitt ,  i t  is  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  anti-government 

r h e t o r i c  of PVOs has  played a s i m i l a r  r o l e .  It h a s  helped t h e s e  

o rgan iza t ions  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  e x i s t e n c e ,  and h a s  given them a well-  

def ined  (and homogenous) way of d e s c r i b i n g  what they are. A s  PVOs 

come t o  work s i d e  by s i d e  w i t h  governments, funded i n  p a r t  by A I D ,  

one can s e e  t h a t  i t  might be more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  them t o  main ta in  



t h e i r  c la im t o  sharp  d i f f e r e n t n e s s  from t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r .  Indeed, 

many PVOs w i l l  no t  take  AID funding f o r  f e a r  of t h i s  t h r e a t  t o  t h e i r  

d i s t i n c t i v e  approach; some PVOs d isapprove  of o t h e r  PVOs t h a t  have 

become " l i k e  p r i v a t e  con t r ac to ro , "  engaging i n  d i r e c t  c o n t r a c t  work 

f o r  A I D  and th i rd -pa r ty  governments. 

I n  a  s tudy  of PVOs i n  t h e  U.S., I s r a e l ,  England and t h e  

Netherlands,  Kramer (1981) makes a  r e l a t e d  po in t .  He r e p o r t s  t h a t  

t h e  p u b l i c ' s  percept ion  of vo lun ta ry  agenc ie s  i n  England i s  t h a t  

they  supplement what t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r  does,  r a t h e r  than t h a t  they 

have a  " d i s t i n c t i v e  approach" (p.  251). Supplementing o r  compensating 

f o r  t h e  l a c k  of s u f f i c i e n t  pub l i c - sec to r  r e sou rces ,  h e  says ,  i s  "a 

weak r a t i o n a l e "  i n  t h e  eyes  of a  vo lun ta ry  agency. I f  t h e  PVO is 

seen a s  " j u s t  another  nongovernmental publ ic -serv ice  p rov ide r , "  t h a t  

is, then i t  l o s e s  i t s  c la im t o  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s .  He goes on t o  say 

t h a t  when vo lun ta ry  agencies  work i n s i d e  a framework determined by 

government funding ( a s  is t h e  c a s e  of PVOs wi th  AID funding) ,  they 

1 I have t o  work hard t o  avoid being a  t o o l  of government." 

A I D  funding of PVOs, then ,  p u t s  them i n  a  d i f f i c u l t  p o s i t i o n  

i n  terms of  t h e i r  self-image. They g e t  chosen f o r  be ing  "unl ike 

government" and, i n  t h e  same a c t ,  a r e  brought  i n t o  c l o s e  c o n t a c t  

wi th  government. I n  c e r t a i n  ways, moreover, they come under  i ts  c o n t r o l .  

They a r e  n o t  only s u b j e c t  t o  o u t s i d e  a u d i t s ,  eva lua t ions ,  and government- 

reques ted  changes i n  t h e i r  s t r u c t u r e  (e .g. ,  c r e a t i o n  of monitor ing 



and eva lua t ion  u n i t s ) ;  bu t  they are a l s o  c a r r y i n g  o u t  an o b j e c t i v e  

of  t h e  c r i t i c i z e d  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  dominant 

i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  o b j e c t i v e  is c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e i r  own philosophy. 

Though t h e  government mandate may r e p r e s e n t  a  "takeover" by t h e  p u b l i c  

s e c t o r  of concerns pioneered by PVOs, t h i s  takeover  s t i l l  r e p r e s e n t s  

a  d i l u t i o n  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  p ioneer ing  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  o rgan iza t ion ,  

a s  Rothschild-Whitt  p o i n t s  ou t  above. I n  t h e s e  circumstances,  i t  

i s  more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  PVOs t o  c la im a d i s t i n c t i v e  approach, because 

they  are working s o  supplementar i ly  w i t h  government. 

It i s  unders tandable ,  then,  t h a t  PVOs would con t inue  t o  c la im 

t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t n e s s  from government, and t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e i r  s t r e n g t h s  

as be ing  t h e  oppos i t e  of government weaknesses--regardless of whether 

they a r e  working c l o s e l y  and approvingly wi th  publ ic -sec tor  e n t i t i e s .  

To me, t h i s  e x p l a i n s  t h e  seeming c o n t r a d i c t i o n  between t h e  r h e t o r i c  

of PVO documents and what some PVOs, and PVO persons ,  a r e  a c t u a l l y  

doing and saying.  Though t h e  PVO-government c o n t r a s t  i s  unders tandable  

as a  form of s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n ,  it a l s o  obscures  t h e  r i c h  and complex 

r e l a t i o n s  wi th  government t h a t  some PVO p r o j e c t s  have, and t h e  

c o n t r i b u t i o n  t h a t  PVOs a r e  making i n  t h i s  supplementary way. A f t e r  

g iv ing  a  few examples of t h e  va r ious  forms of PVO-government r e l a t i o n s ,  

I would l i k e  t o  sugges t  some ways of looking  a t  t h i s  interdependence 

i n  f u t u r e  eva lua t ion  work. 



Cases of r e l a t i o n s  

I n  a PVO community development p r o j e c t  i n  Ghana, t h e  h e a l t h  

component was t h e  only success fu l  one, This  was because t h e  

nur ses  i n  t h e  program were t r a i n e d  and paid by t h e  m i n i s t r y  of h e a l t h ,  

which a l s o  supplied drugs t o  t h e  program. I n  a Colombia community 

h e a l t h  program, one government e n t i t y  suppl ied  bu i ld ing  m a t e r i a l s ,  

and t h e  min i s t ry  of h e a l t h  supplied personnel .  The PVO t r a ined  

t h e  community h e a l t h  workers and had o v e r a l l  management r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

Also i n  Colombia, a community h e a l t h  program received government 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  form of m a t e r i a l s  f o r  aqueducts,  s a l a r i e s ,  

cons t ruc t ion  of pre-school c e n t e r s  and an a g r i c u l t u r a l  center .  

I n  a success fu l  food-dis t r ibut ion  program i n  Morocco, t h e  PVO had 

t o  work hand i n  hand with t h e  government e n t i t y  t h a t  had t h e  food- 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  because i t  had no such f a c i l i t i e s  of 

i t s  own, I n  The Gambia, t h e  PVO had a ~ o n t r a c t  t o  t r a i n  community 

h e a l t h  workers f o r  t h e  min i s t ry  of hea l th ,  Likewise i n  a Ghana 

program, t h e r e  was cons iderable  complementarity between t h e  PVO and 

t h e  government. I n  a feeder-roads maintenance p r o j e c t  i n  S i e r r a  

Leone, government i n t e r v e n t i o n  i n  t h e  budget process  i n  f avor  of 

monies a l l o c a t e d  f o r  maintenance was c r u c i a l  t o  t h e  success  of t h e  

project.  (The roads were important t o  t h e  government, i n  tu rn ,  

because they were c r u c i a l  t o  t h e  success of a r u r a l  development p r o j e c t  

being f inanced by t h e  World Bank.) 



I n  a  s u c c e s s f u l  community development program i n  South Korea, 

t h e r e  was no t  on ly  c l o s e  coopera t ion  between l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  

government o f f i c i a l s  and t h e  PVO, bu t  t h e  government c o n t r i b u t e d  

more than  t h e  PVO t o  t h e  program, More g e n e r a l l y ,  t h e  succes s  

of t h e  South Korea program was s a i d  t o  have been very much in f luenced  

by f avorab le  macroeconomic p o l i c i e s  toward ag r i cu l tu re - - in  c s a t r a s t  

t o  t h e  p o l i c y  environment of many o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  

La t in  America and Af r i ca .  These f a v o r a b l e  p o l i c i e s  inc luded  t h e  

guarantee  of a  minimum, subs id ized  p r i c e  f o r  r i c e  t o  fa rmers ,  t h e  

i n t r o d u c t i o n  and s u b s i d i z a t i o n  of h igh -y ie ld ing  v a r i e t i e s  of r i c e ,  

t h e  p rov i s ion  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  ex t ens ion ,  and t h e  under tak ing  of 

i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  investments  t h a t  made a g r i c u l t u r e  p r o f i t a b l e .  

Interdependence of PVOs wi th  governments, of course ,  does 

no t  always work w e l l .  A community development p r o j e c t  i n  Colombia, 

f o r  example, rece ived  no coopera t ion  from t h e  government i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  

of indigenous Ind ian  women t o  s e r v e  a s  h e a l t h  p r a c t i t i o n e r s ,  

For many y e a r s ,  t h e  r eques t s  f o r  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  by an indigenous h e a l t h  

PVO i n  Bangladesh were turned down by t h e  min i s t ry  of h e a l t h ,  which 

frowned on such unorthodox p r a c t i c e s  a s  t h e  u s e  of female paramedics 

(Coombs 1981:33). (Ul t imate ly ,  t h e  m i n i s t r y  of h e a l t h  became i n t e r e s t e d . )  

Interdependence w i t h  government, fur thermore ,  i s  n o t  always t h e  r u l e .  

I n  gene ra l ,  many PVOs have t r a d i t i o n a l l y  d e s i r e d  t o  "keep t h e i r  d i s t ance"  

from government (Coombs 1981:57). The e v a l u a t i o n  of a  community development 



program i n  Colombia suggested t h a t  t h e  PVO seemed t o  be  more s u c c e s s f u l  

i n  t h e  remoter communities, because of t h e  complete absence of government 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  those  a reas ,  Th i s  theme was echoed by ano the r  

eva lua to r ,  who fcund t h a t  va r ious  PVO o f f i c i a l s  tended t o  look a t  

working i n  remote a r e a s  a s  a way of avoid ing  "negat ive in f luences , "  

i n  t h a t  t h e s e  more remote a r e a s  were probably " u n a t t r a c t i v e  t o  t hose  

who can be most meddles-me. t11 

Except f o r  t h e  c a s e s  c i t e d  above, many of t h e  examples s o  

f a r  sugges t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  world of complementarity between PVO 

and government work. Why does interdependence wi th  governments work 

we l l  i n  some c a s e s  and n o t  i n  o t h e r s ?  Are t h e r e  c e r t a i n  t a s k s  o r  

s e c t o r s  cha rac t e r i zed  by such interdependence,  o r  i n  which i t  seems 

t o  work p a r t i c u l a r l y  we l l  o r  badly? The Bangladesh eva lua t ion ,  f o r  

example, r epo r t ed  b e t t e r  success  a t  PVO coord ina t ion  wi th  government 

i n  h e a l t h ,  fami ly  p lanning  and n u t r i t i o n  than i n  product ion- re la ted  

a c t i v i t i e s  l i k e  a g r i c u l t u r e .  Is t h e r e  a  d i v i s i o n  of l a b o r  between 

' lookinp a t  government ar a  nega t ive  i n f l u e n c e  on p r o j e c t s ,  it should 
be  s a i d ,  i s  a view t h a t  is n o t  l i m i t e d  t o  PVOs. The e v a l u a t o r  of 
e leven  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  p r o j e c t r  of t h e  United Nations concluded 
t h a t  "physical  i s o l a t i o n "  from government provided good i n s u l a t i o n  
a g a i n s t  "bureaucra t ic  d i s turbances"  i n  t h e  form of po l i cy  s h i f t s ,  
i n t e r f e r e n c e  of p o l i t i c i a n s ,  and b u r e a u c r a t i c  s t r u g g l e s  among l o c a l  
m i n i s t r i e s  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  agencies  (Kilby 1979:319-21). Th i s  
phys i ca l  i s o l a t i o n ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  r epo r t ed ,  was one of t h e  t h r e e  
v a r i a b l e s  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  p r o j e c t  success .  



government and PVO t h a t  works p a r t i c u l a r l y  w e l l ?  What r o l e  is played 

by t h e  l e v e l  of commitment of t h e  s t a f f s  of government e n t i t i e s  i n  

ensu r ing  t h a t  coope ra t i on  occu r s?  Is t h e r e  any meaning, f i n a l l y ,  

t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  above examples of ~ u c c e s s f u l  c o o r d i n a t i o n  a r e  

taken  mainly From t h e  a r e a  of health--an a r e a  i n  which many PVOs have 

developed a s p e c i a l  competence? Is t h e r e  any r e l a t i o n  between PVO 

succes s  i n  h e a l t h ,  fami ly  p lanning  and n u t r i t i o n  and t h e  tendency 

t o  f i n d  coo rd ina t ion  w i t h  governments i n  t h i s  a r e a ?  



A t  a  more genera l  l e v e l ,  what i s  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between n a t i o n a l  

economic and p o l i t i c a l  con tex t s  and PVO success  o r  f a i l u r e ?  What 

does i t  mean t h a t  a  s u c , c e s s f ~ l  "pa r t i c ipa to ry"  community development 

program i n  South Korea was c a r r i e d  out  i n  a  h ighly  suppor t ive  and 

a u t h o r i t a r i a n  p o l i t i c a l  con tex t?  What is the  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  

t h a t  type  of PVO pro jec t  t h a t  its success was i n  g r e a t  p a r t  influended 

by h igh ly  favorable  macro-economic p o l i c i e s ?  Does t h i s  have any 

impl i ca t ions  f o r  PVO s t r a t e g y  i n  most o the r  coun t r i e s ,  where economic 

po l i cy  c o n t e x t s  a r e  unfavorable f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e  and, y e t ,  where t h e  

same approach is  used? 

Rep l i ca t ion  and t h e  vanguard r o l e  

Another aspect  of t h e  PVO-government dimension i s  t h e  ex ten t  

t o  whrch governments copy, t a k e  over ,  o r  expand upon what PVOs have 

done. Tlds  i s s u e  i s  an important  one, s i n c e  i t  can r e s u l t  i n  a PVO 

p r o j e c t  having much g r e a t e r  impact on t h e  poor than t h e  funding would 

allow. It is a l s o  important because PVO1s say t h e i r  comparative 

advantage l ies  i n  being experimental  and innovat ive ,  I f  t h i s  is  

t h e  case ,  one would expect t o  s e e  adoption by government of some 

of t h e  l e s sons  learned i n  t h e  PVO "experiments." Lack of adoption 

by government, of course,  does not  necessa r i ly  mean t h a t  PVOs have 

been unsuccessfu l ;  i t  may simply mean t h a t  t h e  governments do not  

have t h e  resources ,  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c a p a b i l i t y  o r  t h e  i n t e r e s t  

t o  adopt a  PVO innovation.  



Because the PVO evaluations do not address the question of 

"diffusion" to governments, information on the subject is only fragmentary, 

but suggests that more diffusion may be taking place than one would 

think. In Tanzania, a successful cattle-dips project was eventually 

absorbed by the government's animal health program, Another 

PVO project in that country, for village water supply, was eventually 

taken over by the regional government's water department. A program 

for village polytechnic schools in Kenya was started by a PVO group 

and is now run by the government. The South Korean government looked 

upon the PVO involved in the above-described community development 

project as the source of new ideas about development projects. 

(What ideas, one should ask in future evaluations, did it find most 

useful?) 

In Sri Lanka, a skills trahing project for women was being 

duplicated by a new ministry of youth and employment, which characterized 

the PVO project as "one jump ahead of the government!' In 

Jamaica, the ministry of youth and community development was considering 

asking a PVO engaged in community development activities to train 

its own personnel to do this kind of work, In Guatemala, 

a new governmental agricultural research institute, working innovatively 

in understanding and making recommendations for peasant farming 

systems, took over and amplified a PVO project working in this area 

(White 61 Gostyla 1980:41). In India, an indigenous PVO did surveys 



f inanced by government agencies ,  which l a t e r  used t h e  r e s u l t s  of 

t h e  surveys a s  a  b a s i s  f o r  l a r g e  investments i n  i r r i g a t i o n  and r u r a l  

e l e r t r i f i c a t i a n  (Coombs 1981:32). Col labora t ion  wi th  government 

was so  success fu l  i n  t h i s  case  t h a t  innovat ive  government o f f i c e r s  

a c t i v e l y  encouraged t h e  PVO t o  t ake  on important t a s k s  and do experiments 

t h a t  i t  was no t  poss ib le  f o r  t h e i r  own agencies  t o  do. 

Severa l  PVO programs oE c r e d i t  t o  small bus iness  e n t e r p r i s e  

have a t t r a c t e d  sone form of publ ic-sec tor  support .  I n  Northeast  

Braz i l ,  f o r  example, r e sea rch  on t h e  success  of a U.S. PVO's small- 

bus iness-enterpr ise  p r o j e c t  was supported by a s t a t e  planning department 

and f inanced by a r eg iona l  development bank (Coelho & Fuenzalida 1980:Z). 

The indigenous PVO, founded by t h e  U.S. PVO, set up an advisory board 

composed of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  of government, a s  w e l l  a s  l o c a l  businessmen, 

s o  a s  t o  inc rease  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  success fu l  r e s u l t s  obtained by 

t h e  program could be  r e p l i c a t e d  on a l a r g e r  s c a l e  (Schreiber  1975:5). 

Almost t en  yea r s  a f t e r  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of the  indigenous PVO, t h e  Braz i l i an  

government now bea r s  most of i t s  admin i s t r a t ive  c o s t s .  

A s  a  f i n a l  example of d i f f u s i o n  t o  government, a  government 

e n t i t y  i n  Morocco providing i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  t o  t h e  PVO f o r  a  food 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  program even tua l ly  took over  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  

whole program, A s  t h e  competence and power of t h i s  government 

e n t i t y  grew, moreover, another  minis t ry  (hea l th )  took an i n t e r e s t  

i n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  a s  w e l l .  When t h i s  l a t t e r  m i n i s t r y ' s  cooperat ion 



had f i r s t  been sought a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  i t  had wanted 

nothing t o  do wi th  a prcgram t h a t  involved food d i s t r i b u t i o n .  Af te r  

t h e  program had proven i t s e l f  workable, a s  w e l l  a s  inc reas ing  t h e  

power of a  competing minis t ry ,  t h e  h e a l t h  min i s t ry  showed much more 

i n t e r e s t .  This  s t o r y  is s t r i k i n g l y  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  Bangladesh example 

of t h e  preceding subsect ion,  where t h e  min i s t ry  of h e a l t h  became 

an  e n t h u s i a s t i c  c o l l a b o r a t o r  of an indigenous h e a l t h  PVO a f t e r  yea r s  

of adamant r e s i s t a n c e .  A s  i n  t h e  Morocco case ,  t h e  reason f o r  t h e  

change of h e a r t  may have been r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  inc reas ing ly  c o ~ s p i c u o u s  

success of t h e  p r i v a t e  h e a l t h  program. 

L i t t l e  information on government adoption of PVO successes 

is a v a i l a b l e  and no s t u d i e s  of r e p l i c a t i o n  have been made f o r  PVOs 

working i n  t h e  t h i r d  world (Somer 1977; 132:6). A t  l e a s t  i n  t h e  

p a s t ,  it has been s a i d ,  PVO inf luence  only r a r e l y  spread t o  o the r  

a r e a s  o r  programs, and " l e a s t  of a l l  t o  governmental programs" 

(Coombs 1981:57). One comparative evaluat ion  of PVO p r o j e c t s  i n  

Af r i ca  found t h a t  r e p l i c a t i o n  of successful  p r o j e c t s  would have been 

too  expensive, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  terms of personnel requirements, and 

t h a t  l i t t l e  "scal ing up" of these  p r o j e c t s  took place. The 

A I D  mission i n  India  made a s i m i l a r  judgment about a  PVO p r o j e c t  

i n  a  v i l l a g e  the re ;  though success fu l ,  t h e  eva lua t ion  s a i d ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  

was not  r e p l i c a b l e  because i t  was dependent on an extremely dedicated 

volunteer  l abor  fo rce ,  "steeped in" PVO methodology and ideology, 



i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  a l a r g e  PVO s t a f f  presence and heavy f i n a n c i a l  inputs.  

Another eva lua to r  repor ted  t h e  frequently-expresed PVO 

sentiment aga ins t  r e p l i c a t i o n  and government support :  s e v e r a l  innovative 

c r e d i t  programs i n  La t in  America, a PVO o f f i c e r  was repor ted  t o  

have s a i d ,  had been ruined by t h e i r  success. They a t t r a c t e d  "too 

much" i n t e r e s t  and addlitional funding, and overexpanded and d i v e r s i f i e d  

a s  a r e s u l t ,  ending up being l e s s  e f f i c i e n t  a t  t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  circumscribed 

task. 

Some s t u d i e s  of PVOs working i n  t h e  U.S. and o t h e r  Western 

c o u n t r i e s  have found t h a t  PVOs were n o t  more innovat ive  than public- 

s e c t o r  organiza t ions ,  and o f t e n  less so. PVO approaches tended - no t  

t o  be  picked up by governments, i t  

t h e r e  was r e p l i c a t i o n ,  i t  was from 

of r e p l i c a t i o n ,  inc luding adoption 

was found, and t o  t h e  ex ten t  t h a t  

one PVO t o  t h e  other.' This  form 

by l o c a l  p r i v a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  

i s  important t o  watch f o r  i n  evaluat ions .  The s t u d i e s  reported by 

Krdmer a l s o  found t h a t  new PVO programs were shaped more by governmental 

i n t e r e s t s ,  p r i o r i t i e s  and funds, than by experimental and innovative 

i n i t i a t i v e s  of t h e  PVOs themselves. Whether t r u e  o r  no t  of PVOs 

'~ramer (1981j. Four reasons were suggested f o r  why PVO programs 
a r e  usua l ly  no t  r e p l i c a t e d :  (1) s i z e  (a s e r v i c e  modality may be e f f e c t i v e  
f o r  3 smal l  number of se lec ted  c l i e n t s ,  but  no t  i f  i t  must be a v a i l a b l e  
t o  a l l ;  governmental provis ion  t o  a small  group, i n  tu rn ,  may be 
d i f f i c u l t  t o  j u s t i f y  p o l i t i c a l l y ) ;  (2) va lues  embodied i n  the  s e r v i c e  
may be! s e c t a r i a n ,  c o n t r o v e r s i a l ,  o r  ilot popular;  (3) t h e r e  may be 
no p a r a l l e l  admin i s t r a t ive  j u r i s d i c t i o n  opera t ing  a t  t h e  l e v e l  a t  
which t h e  PVO opera tes ;  and (4) t h e  PVO c l i e n t e l e  o r  s e r v i c e  may 
be of low p r i o r i t y  t o  t h e  government. 



working i n  t h e  t h i r d  wnrld, these  f ind ings  a r e  c e r t a i n l y  c o n s i s t e n t  

with my impressions, a s  lepor ted  i n  t h i s  paper, t h a t  PVOs sometimes 

seem t o  be t a l k i n g  o r  a c t i n g  more l i k e  AID and the  World Bank, r a t h e r  

than d i f f e r e n t l y  from them. A s  noted i n  t h e  ir . t roduction,  f o r  example, 

t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  r h e t o r i c  may t o  some ex ten t  r e f l e c t  what PVOs th ink 

AID wants t o  hear  from them, r a t h e r  than t h e  way these  o rgan iza t ions  

would normally desc r ibe  what they do. A t  a recent  AID seminar on 

r u r a l  e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n ,  some p a r t i c i p a n t s  commented on evaluat ion  f indings  

showing t h a t  though e l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  coopera t ives  o f t e n  turned ou t  

t o  be e f f i c i e n t  business organiza t ions ,  they c e r t a i n l y  were no? 

participatory--even though t h e  PVO providing a s s i s t a n c e  t o  these  

coopera t ives  always described them a s  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  i n  t h e i r  l i t e r a t u r e .  

"Of course they ' r e  not  pa r t i c ipa to ry !"  a  r ep resen ta t ive  of the  PVO 

responded t o  t h e s e  comments. "It was A I D  t h a t  wanted t o  hea r  them 

described t h a t  way, s o  w e  did." 

The Kramer study a l s o  presented f indings  suggest ing t h a t  

governments i n  t h e  s tudied  coun t r i e s  had been a t  l e a s t  as innovat ive  

i n  soc ia l - se rv ice  programs a s  t h e  voluntary organiza t ions ,  and t h a t  

t h e  idea  of the  voluntary agency a s  vanguard had come t o  be regarded 

a s  an outdated myth. Another i n t e r e s t i n g  f ind ing  of t h i s  s tudy,  

a l s o  con t ra ry  t o  t h e  PVO se l f -desc r ip t ion ,  was t h a t  t h e  PVOs t h a t  

were innovative were t h e  l a r g e s t ,  t h e  most bureaucrat ized and t h e  

most profess ional ized  of t h i s  type of organizat ion.  The o t h e r  



innovating category of PVOs was the newer groups in their early stages 

of growth. This finding is compatible with other studies in the 

organizational literature on the stages of organizational growth. 

If PVO innovativeness is a function of organizational youth and newness, 

Kramer says, then one might cultivate it by encouraging a high birth 

rate for such agencies and discouraging their "proverbial low mortality." 

Clearly, AID'S or any funder's role has been to encourage low mortality, 

with its institutional support grants, rather than high proliferation 

and high mortality rates for PVOs. What AID is obtaining with its 

support to PVOs, then, may be something other than innovative organizations. 

AID support of the institutionalization of PVOs as development agencies, 

in other words, may not help to preserve innovativeness but may instead 

speed up the process through whjch it is lost. If the "innovative 

role" is indeed more myth than reality, it is important to gain a 

more realistic view through evaluation of what it is that PVOs are 

doing well. 

The case of PVOs working in the third world may be different 

from that of the organizations studied above. The examples of 

replications cited above represent some evidence of this nature. 

Many governments, moreover, may not have the institutional capacity 

and funds to adopt successful PVO programs, and hence the lack of 

adoption is not necessarily a sign of the lack of replicability. 

At the moment, however, no evidence has been accumulated by PVOs and 



t h e i r  eva lua to r s  f o r  making t h e  case t h a t  t h e s e  o rgan iza t ions  a r e  

exper i aen ta l  and t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  experiments have been 

d i f f u s e d  more widely. The s u b j e c t ,  t he re fo re ,  i s  an important one 

f o r  evalua t ion .  

A few no tes  of cau t ion  about  looking i n t o  t h e  r e p l i c a t i o n  

o r  adopt ion  quest ion.  An eva lua to r  cannot assume t h a t  adoption by 

government means t h a t  a  program has  been success fu l .  Governments 

may adopt ou t  of p res su re  t o  look l i k e  they a r e  doing something, 

o r  t o  g e t  r i d  of an o rgan iza t ion  they cons ider  undes i rable .  A s  Kramer 

p o i n t s  o u t ,  adoption may rep resen t  being b a i l e d  o u t  by a l o c a l  

a u t h o r i t y ,  g e t t i n g  r i d  of an a l b a t r o s s ,  o r  a problem of PVO mismanagement, 

As  i n  t \ e  Moroccan c a s e  above, moreover, adoption may be  caused by 

jea lousy  by one government min i s t ry  of t h e  power and g lo ry  obtained 

through t h e  program by another  minis t ry .  (Of course ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

imagine a case of adoption through such competitive jea lousy  t h a t  would - not  

involve a successfu l  program,) 

When governments adopt PVO programs, as i n  t h e  examples above, 

t h e  PVO con t r ibu t ion  could be descr ibed  a s  having lowered t h e  c o s t s  

t o  government e n t i t i e s  of embarking upon c e r t a i n  programs by f i r s t  

showing t h a t  they can be done. This  may be  a  more accura te  d e s c r i p t i o n  

of what PVOs do than  t h a t  of innovation;  i n  many cases ,  t h a t  is ,  

they may be  in t roducing a technique t h a t  has  a l r eady  been t r i e d  and 

proven elsewhere-for example, t he  use of community pa rapro fess iona l s  



i n  medicine. In t roduct ion  of t h e  "old" technique by t h e  PVO, i n  

t h i s  case,  lowers t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and f i n a n c i a l  c o s t s  t o  a particular 

government of i n i t i a t i n g  a program t h a t ,  though proven elsewhere, 

is n o t  ye, known i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  country. This  suggested reformulat ion 

of what PVOs a r e  good a t  t u r n s  out  t o  be cons i s t en t  wi th  t h e  r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

of t h e  "vanguard role" suggested by Kramer. Rather than innovation,  

h e  says ,  t h e  PVO con t r ibu t ion  has  taken t h e  form of expanding o r  

improving upon an e x i s t i n g  voluntary service--which i s  then sometimes 

continued wi th  government support .  

The PVO r o l e  can a l s o  be charac ter ized  i n  many c a s e s  a s  being 

a "precursor" t o  government--an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  t h a t  might be given 

t o  some of t h e  examples of t h e  following sec t ion .  The "precursor" 

model, of course,  is completely c o n s i s t e n t  with t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  r o l e  

of  PVOs i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  development of t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  i n  many 

Western coun t r i e s .  Kramer (1981), f o r  example, p o i n t s  out  how PVOs 

preceded the  publ ic  s e c t o r  i n  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s  before  t h e  1930s i n  

t h e  United S t a t e s ;  and Weisbrod (1977:63) p o i n t s  t o  t h e  example of 

16th  century England, where PVOs preceded the  government i n  supplying 

funds f o r  schools ,  h o s p i t a l s ,  n o n t o l l  roads,  f i r e - f i g h t i n g  equipment, 

pub l i c  parks,  br idges ,  d ikes  and causeways. 

Understanding through eva lua t ion  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  from PVO 

t o  pub l i c  s e c t o r  would r e q u i r e  cons iderable  in terv iewing of t h e  r e l evan t  

government p ro fess iona l s  and o f f i c i a l s - - in  order  t o  f i n d  out  t h e i r  



views of what the  PVO is doing, how i t  compares t o  what government 

is doing, and what ins tances  of adoption and adaptation may be occurring. 

To date ,  most PVO evaluations show l i t t l e  contact  with the  world 

of government agencies, r e su l t i ng  i n  a lack of a sense of t he  PVO- 

government l i nk ,  a s  wel l  a s  of t he  macro-economic and p o l i t i c a l  environment. 

(The i s sue  of PVOs a s  innovative organizations is  discussed fu r the r  

i n  Section V.) 

Change, super f lu i ty  and takeover 

One pa r t i cu l a r l y  important form of adoption of PVO programs 

by governments may go unnotlced because of the  con f l i c tua l  s e t t i n g  

i n  which i t  usual ly  occurs. Governments o f t en  make major policy 

decisions t o  tu rn  t h e i r  a t t en t i on  t o  the  poor a s  a previously neglected 

sec tor  o r  c l i e n t  group, embarking upon bold, new programs i n  t h i s  

area.  The Mexican government's massive new program of production 

and n u t r i t i o n a l  ass i s tance  t o  the  peasant s ec to r  (8.A.M.) i s  an example. 

Another such case is  Nicaragua, where t h e  r u r a l  poor have suddenly 

become the  cen t r a l  preoccupation of government a t t en t i on ,  a s  a r e s u l t  

of a change of regime. When a government abruptly moves i n t o  t e r r i t o r y  

previously unoccupied by i t ,  i t  is of ten p o l i t i c a l l y  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  

tha: government t o  t o l e r a t e  any pr iva te ,  l e t  alone foreign,  a c to r s  

i n  e f i e l d  t h a t  now has been declared of major policy s ignif icance.  



Previous t o  m j o r  public-sector  moves i n t o  an area ,  a government 

may have been p e r f e c t l y  content  t o  a l low an o u t s i d e  organiza t ion  

t o  "occupy" t h a t  area.  It may not  have had t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and f i n a n c i a l  

resources t o  make a po l i cy  commitment t o  t h e s e  groups; i t  aay n o t  

have been i n t e r e s t e d  i n  these  groups i t s e l f ;  i t  may have f e l t  t h a t  

t h e  PVO a c t u a l l y  made i t  look good because c e r t a i n  groups were being 

taken c a r e  of by t h e  PVO; o r  i t  may have f e l t  i t  could no t  expend 

i t s  p o l i t i c a l  c a p i t a l  i n  support ing one small  c l i e n t  group--such 

a s  pockets of Indian groups l i v i n g  i n  remote a r e a s  of  South America. 

Thus i t  is t h a t  i n  some coun t r i e s  wi th  extreme problems of poverty 

and l i t t l e  p o l i t i c a l  w i l l  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  c a p a b i l i t y  t o  dea l  wi th  

t h e  problems, PVOs a r e  l i k e  para-governments, "dividing up t h e  

t e r r i t o r y  between them," a s  one eva lua to r  remarked about t h e  var ious  

PVOs i n  H a i t i .  1 

When PVOs a r e  i n  t e r r i t o r y  unoccupied by t h e  government, 

r e l a t i o n s  between the  two may be very smooth. A s  one evaluator  of 

- 
'1n a r ecen t  speech, a min i s t e r  of s t a t e  i n  Bangladesh bemoaned t h e  
d i f f i c u l t y  of engaging i n  s e c t o r  and country-wide programs because 
of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  approaches and p r o j e c t s  of each PVO i n  its s e p a r a t e  
geographicai domain. (Bangladesh is a country where t h e  concentra t ion  
of PVOs is high.) He r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  PVO approach a s  "rent-a-county1'-- 
i. e . ,  i n  which t o  do your p ro jec t .  The "rented" county was then 
no longer sub jec t  t o  g-vernment d i r e c t i v e s  o r  s t andard iza t ions ,  t h e  
min i s t e r  s a i d ,  because of i t  having been "rented" t o  t h e  PVO by t h e  
government. 



PVO p r o j e c t s  suggested, PVO-government r e l a t i o n s  seemed b e s t  when 

competi t ion wi th  government agencies  was not  severe. 

S u b s t a n t i a l  geographical complementarity may a l s o  e x i s t  between t h e  

PVO and government a c t i v i t i e s ,  a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  above, with t h e  PVO 

helping t o  extend a  government program f u r t h e r .  I n  c o u n t r i e s  with 

r ep ress ive  governments t h a t  do no t  al low independent peasant  organizing,  

moreover, PVOs may be t h e  only t o l e r a t e d  form of a s s i s t a n c e  t o  and 

organizing among t h e  poor. This  h a s  been t h e  case  i n  many La t in  

American coun t r i e s  over t h e  l a s t  decade, p a r t i c u l a r l y  among church 

groups fol lowing t h e  Libera t ion  theology. 

When governments suddenly move i n t o  the  a r e a s  previous ly  

occupied peaceful ly  by PVOs, they sometimes f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  t o  

t o l e r a t e  t h e  power o r  p r e s t i g e  t h a t  t h e  PVO has  come t o  hold i n  t h a t  

a rea .  Bad r e l a t i o n s  may ensue, s ~ c h  as occurred wi th  a  PVO h e a l t h  

p r o j e c t  i n  Nicaragua a f t e r  t h e  overthrow of Somoza and takeover of 

t h e  government by the  Sandinistas ,  Simi1arl.y , r e l a t i o n s  wi th  

an AID-funded indigenous PVO i n  Nicaragua have a l s o  d e t e r i o r a t e d ,  

a s  t h e  new government has  moved i n t o  t h e  PVO-occupied t e r r i t o r y  i n  

a  major way--i.e., organiza t ion  of peasant  farmers, and provis ion  

of a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  and inpu t s .  I n  Mexico, h o s t i l i t y  e x i s t s  between 

t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  and an IAF-funded Mexican PVO t h a t  x g a n i z e s  peasant 

groups and g e t s  them public-sector  c r e d i t ,  a s  a r e s u l t  of a  major 



move by t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  i n  t h a t  a rea .  1 

In many cases ,  then, t h e  new government moves in t roduce  

c o n p e t i t i o n  t o  t h e  PVO f o r  t h e  f i r s t  time--an "unfair" competi t ion,  

i n  t h e  sense  t h a t  t h e  competitor-government bas  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  power 

t o  make l i f e  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  PVO o r ,  i f  i t  l i k e s ,  t o  g e t  r i d  of 

i t .  The government, i n  t u n ,  can no longer  apprec ia t e  o r  t o l e r a t e  

t h e  presence of t h e  PVO, p a r t l y  Decause it  may diminish t h e  p o l i t i c a l  

a l l e g i a n c e  t h a t  governments expect  t o  ga in  by suddenly bestowing 

massive a t t e n t i o n  on a neglected groug. Verbal sn ip ing  between 

t h e  PVO and t h e  s t a f f s  of government e n t i t i e s  may t a k e  place--as 

occurred i n  Nicaragua, between t h e  PVO and t h e  r eg iona l  h e a l t h  

min i s t ry  r ep resen ta t ives .  More commonly, t h e  l a c k  of good working 

r e l a t i o n s  between PVO and government e n t i t i e s  t akes  t h e  form of a  

p o l i t e  neg lec t  t o  c a r r y  ou t  promises made t o  provide support  to t h e  

p r o j e c t .  I n  eva lua t ions ,  t h i s  problem w i l l  o f t e n  be  r epor t ed ,  a s  

expressed by PVO s t a f f ,  a s  i n e f f i c i e n c y  and u n r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  

government e n t i t y .  Though t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n  may not  b e  inaccura te ,  

it may a l s o  be  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  incomplete, i f  indeed t h e  l a c k  of cooperat ion 

a l s o  r e f l e c t s  a  l a c k  of government sympathy f o r  what t h e  PVO is doing. 

'one commentator on t h i s  paper,  aat.il more PVO experience than  my 
own, has  suggested t h a t  t h e  cases  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  t h i s  paragraph and 
d iscussed  subsequently may be more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of indigenous PVOs 
working i n  t h e i r  own c o u n t r i e s  than U.S. PVOs working abroad. 



When a r ep ress ive  government is replaced by a reformis t  one, 

t h e  p o l i t i c a l  meaning of what t h e  PVO is  doing may change markedly. 

Whereas under the  r ep ress ive  government t h e  PVO may be considered 

re fo rmis t ,  a s o l e  defender of t h e  poor, it may suddenly look reac t ionary  

under t h e  new government, because of t h e  ill w i l l  between the  two 

s i d e s .  A s  "in jused" pa r ty ,  t h e  PVO becomes anti-government because 

i t  is being t r ea ted  "unfair ly" by t h e  government, i n  the  course of 

t h e  l a t t e r ' s  massive a t tempts  t o  t r e l t  t h e  poor f a i r l y .  Thus i t  

i s  t h a t  i n  Nicaragua the  AID-funded p r i v a t e  development foundation 

mentioned above h a s  become a p a r t  of t h e  opposi t ion  t o  t h e  Sandinis ta  

government. The government, increas ingly  i r r i t a t e d  by the  c r i t i c i s m  

and t h e  ou t s ide  funding of t h e  p r i v a t e  organiza t ion ,  has  exerc ised  

i ts powcr of "unfair" competition: i t  has  taken a c e r t a i n  con t ro l  

over a l l  such p r i v a t e  groups, requi r ing  t h a t  aqy ou t s ide  funding 

t o  them be channeled through t h e  government. Though t h e  PVO-government 

s i t u a t i o n  i n  Mexico bas no t  taken on t h i s  cha rac te r ,  t h e  mutual l ack  

of r e spec t  between t h e  PVO and t h e  publ ic  s e c t o r  is enough t h a t  t h e r e  

w i l l  probably be l i t t l e  t ransmission of PVO lea rn ing  and experience 

t o  t h e  government i n  i ts  new venture.  

Because PVO eva lua t ions  focus s o  completely on t h e  world 

of t h e  PVO p r o j e c t ,  g iv ing l i t t l e  sense  of what is happening i n  the  

broader p o l i t i c a l  and publ ic-sec tor  context ,  i t  is easy t o  m i s s  t h e  

r e a l  meaning of PVO complaints about lack  of cooperat ion by o r  d i f f i c u l t  



r e l a t i o n s  with government e n t i t i e s .  It may be t h a t  mejor changes 

a r e  happening i n  t h e  public-sector  environment, and t h a t  t h e  PVO 

complaints a r e  i n d i c a t i v e  uf a  new world i n  which t h e  needs of t h e  

poor a r e  being addressed i n  a  way they never before  havo been---even 

though t h e  government may not  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  i ~ t e r e s t e d  i n  including 

t h e  PVO i n  t h e  new p i c t u r e .  Government d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  wi th  t h e  

PVO may r e f l e c t  t h e  PVO's r e luc tance  t o  acknowledge t h e  government's 

l e g i t i m a t e  con t ro l  over what was previously,  by d e f a u l t ,  PVO t e r r i t o r y .  

The s t o r y  of t h e  PVO working i n  community h e a l t h  i n  Nicaragua 

sounds very much l i k e  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  described above. Previous t o  

the  overthrow of Somoza, the  PVO complained, i t s  s t a f f  had operated 

11 autonomously" and had " i d e n t i f i e d  s t rongly"  with t h e  personnel they 

had t r a ined  and the  communities they served.  They perceived the  

new government's hea l th  coordinator  i n  t h e i r  region a s  "encroaching 

on t h e i r  t e r r i t o r y , "  and s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  l o c a l  s t a f f  would q u i t  i f  

t h e  min i s t ry  of hea l th  t r i e d  t o  "manipulate them!' For these  

types of cases ,  it may be b e s t  f o r  t h e  PVO t o  go elsewhere; o r ,  it 

may be more i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  poor f o r  t h e  PVO t o  swallow i t s  

p r i d e  and put i t s e l f  i n  t h e  s e r v i c e  of the  reforming government. 

This  seems t o  have happened i n  t h e  Tanzania case ,  where a v i l l a g e  

hea l th  scheme, financed through a consortium of PVC;, was one of 

t h e  f i r s t  at tempts by a fo re ign  church-related organiza t ion  t o  s t r u c t u r e  

a  p r o j e c t  e n t i r e l y  wi th in  t h e  Ujamaa v i l l a g e  framework of the  s o c i a l i s t  

government. 



New r e f o r m i s t  programs may s o  completely swamp what a  PVO 

i s  doing t h a t  t h e  PVO c o n t r i b u t i o n  becomes super f luous .  I n  t h e s e  

c a s e s ,  i t  may b e  b e s t  f o r  t h e  PVO t o  go and work elsewhere.'  Th i s  

kind of swamping was t h e  complaint of t h e  Mexican PVO noted above: 

t h e  new Mexican government i n i t i a t i v e s  i n  t h e  coun t rys ide ,  i t  s a i d ,  

were making i t  "too easy" f o r  t h e  p e a s a n t s  by o f f e r i n g  c r e d i t  and 

o t h e r  a s s i s t a n c e  wi thout  r e q u i r i n g ,  as t h e  PVO d i d ,  t h a t  they f i r s t  

o rgan ize  and go through a  process  of i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e i r  needs. By 

making i t  easy on t h e  peasants ,  i n  o t h e r  words, t h e  government had 

made i t  hard on t h e  PVO, winning away "its" peasants .  In a  c a s e  

l i k e  t h i s ,  one would assume t h a t  t h e  poor  would have a  b e t t e r  chance 

of improving t h e i r  l o t  through t h e  government i n i t i a t i v e s - - i f  only 

because of t h e i r  breadth--than through t h e  PVO. 

A s  o u t s i d e  funder ,  i t  would seem, A I D  wouid n o t  want t o  cont inue  

t o  back PVO a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a  count ry  where, by a  s t r a n g e  t w i s t  of 

f a t e ,  t h e  PVO suddenly found i t s e l f  working a t  cross-purposes t o  

 hat PVO a c t i v i t i e s  may be supe r f luous ,  o r  simply s u b s t i t u t i n g  
what government i s  a l r eady  doing,  i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  i s  n o t  r e s t r i c t e d  
t o  t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n s  of abrupt  po l i cy  change. I n  a  community development 
p r o j e c t  i n  Yemen, roads  were be ing  b u i l t  by communities t h a t  had 
t h e  r i g h t  t o  o b t a i n  t h e  roadbui ld ing  ~ e r v i c e s  and f inanc ing  from 
t h e  Min i s t ry  of  P u b l i c  Works, I n  a H a i t i  p r o j e c t ,  PVO schoo l s  
were be ing  b u i l t  a longs ide  schoo l s  f inanced out  of a  l a r g e  World 
Bank p r o j e c t .  I n  Bo l iv i a ,  an a g r i b u s i n e s s  and a r t i s a n r y  p r o j e c t  
was f i n a n s i n g  producers  who normally would have taken f inanc ing  from 
r e g u l a r  commercial sou rces  a t  h i g h e r  i n t e r e s t  r a t e s  (84:5). These 
examples i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  importance t o  e v a l c h t i o n  of p l a c i n g  PVO programs 
i n  t h e i r  l a r g e r  con tex t .  



a reformis t  government. Af te r  a l l ,  such dramatic changes i n  po l i cy  

and public-sector  a c t i v i t y  a l s o  rep resen t  a dramatic a l t e r i n g  of 

t h e  condi t ions  under which AID chose t h e  PVO, r a t h e r  than t h e  pub l i c  

s e c t o r ,  t o  do t h e  t a s k  i n  t h e  f i r s t  place:  major pol icy  s h i f t s  such 

a s  t h e  SAM program i n  Mexico, the regime change i n  Nicaragua,, o r  

t h e  s o c i a l i s t  government i n  Tanzania, i n d i c a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o l i t i c a l  

i n t e r e s t  i n  making t h e  pub l i c  s e c t o r  f i t  f o r  t h e  t a sk .  It is under 

t h e s e  circumstances t h a t  AID may p r e f e r  t o  he lp  t h e  publ ic  s e c t o r  

becone f i t ,  because of t h e  opportunity t o  have a much g r e a t e r  impact 

on t h e  poor than that allowed by t h e  scone of PVO p r o j e c t s .  

Evaluators ,  i n  sum, should i n t e  - ' ?Yd complaints about 

governments with ca re ,  watching t a  see i' 2 complsints a r e  i n d i c a t i v e  

~f favorable changes f o r  t h e  poor i n  t h e  broader environment. J u s t  

a s  important ,  eva lua to r s  should t r y  t o  understand what causes some 

PVOs t o  be a b l e  t o  accompany these  sudden s h i f t s  t o  reformism--as 

i n  t h e  Tanzania case.  Under what cond i t ions  a r e  PVOs a b l e  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  

t o  government expansion i n t o  previously unoccupied t e r r i t o r i e s ,  r a t h e r  

than t o  see  these  expansions only a s  incompetent vers ions  of what 

they ( the  PVOs) have been doing, o r  a s  incurs ions  i n t o  t h e i r  "own" 

t e r r i t o r y ?  What exp la ins  t h e  cases  where governments t r y  t o  take  

advantage of previous PVO experience,  r a t h e r  than t o  d i s c r e d i t  i t ?  



Between the  poor and the  publ ic  s e c t o r  

PVOs o f t e n  desc r ibe  t h e i r  work a s  hel2ing t h e  poor t o  t ake  

con t ro l  over t h e i r  d e s t i n i e s ,  t o  a r i s e  out  of t h e  dependency t h a t  

determines t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  with a l l  "patrons," including government 

i t s e l f .  The goal  and t h e  success of t h e  Ind ia  Oilseed Growers Cooperative 

were described i n  these  terms: t h e  o i l seed  growers f reed themselves 

from dependency on the  government by gaining t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  make 

t h e i r  own seed, One of t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of another PVO was t h a t  

a community should imagine i t s e l f  a s  a self-contained and independent 

economic unit .  The independence-from-government theme, 

is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of Catholic m c i a l  a c t i o n  and o the r  

church-related groups, who teach t h e  poor t o  l e a r n  what t h e i r  own 

resources a r e ,  and how t o  mobilize them, ins tead  of counting on he lp  

from outs ide  t h e  community t o  mater ia l ize .  Though many PVO p r o j e c t s  

do help  t h e  poor t o  provide f o r  themselves those  th ings  t h a t  they 

previously and i n  vain  expected t o  g e t  only from t h e  "outside," many 

p r o j e c t s  a r e  of j u s t  t h e  opposite  nature:  they help  t h e  poor t o  l i n k  

up t o  t h e  se rv ices  of government. Some cxamples follow. 

The p r i n c i p a l  achievemeilt of a community development p ro jec t  

i n  Colombia was sa id  t o  be the  teaching of n a t i v e  communities how 

t o  work with government agencies. Another community development 

p r o j e c t  i n  Colombia was s a i d  t o  have taught Indian communities what- 

government and p r i v a t e  se rv ices  were ava i l ab le ,  and how they could 



ob ta in  them. An important achievement of a community h e a l t h  

program i n  Ecuador was s a i d  t o  be t h a t  t h e  members of t h e  p r o j e c t  

communities were now beginning t o  recognize t h a t  they could make 

a d d i t i o n a l  demands on pub l i c  s e r v i c e  providers. I n  Bol iv ia ,  

achievements of a community development p r o j e c t  wi th  Indian  communities 

were s a i d  t o  be t h a t  (1) t h e  PVOs succeeded i n  g e t t i n g  t h e  min i s t ry  

of education t o  cons t ruc t  30 new schools  i n  t h e  a r e a ;  and (2) s e v e r a l  

women, t r a ined  a s  t eachers  by t h e  PVO, succeeded i n  g e t t i n g  onto 

t h e  government payroll .  .in evaluat ion  of a development program 

gran t  f o r  another  PVO repor ted  t h a t  t h e  main developmental a c t i v i t i e s  

of t h a t  organiza t ion  were aimed pr imar i ly  a t  c r e a t i n g  an absorpt ive  

capac i ty  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  " to  b e t t e r  u t i l i z e  hos t  government s e r v i c e s  

and b i l a t e r a l  a s s i s t a n c e  by i n t e r n a t i o n a l  agencies!' I n  Botswana, 

t h e  p r i n c i p a l  con t r ibu t ion  of a PVO was s a i d  t o  be t h e  legi t imacy 

i t  provided t o  c e r t a i n  youth br igades  vis-a-vis t h e  government. 

I n  these  examples, t h e  PVOs a r e  playing an important intermediary 

r o l e  between the  poor and t h e  pub l i c  sec to r .  They a r e  brokers  o r  

advocates f o r  t h e  poor, he lp ing them t o  ge t  access  t o  t h e  publ ic  

s e c t o r .  They a r e  "enlightened patrons" f o r  t h e  poor, a r o l e  t h a t  

has  o f t e n  been played by public-sector  agencies themselves. When 

extension s e r v i c e s  have been p a r t i c u l a r l y  success fu l  a t  reaching 

poor farmers, f o r  example, t h e i r  con t r ibu t ion  has  o f t e n  taken the  

form of opening up access t o  s e r v i c e s  and s u b s i d i e s  a l ready a v a i l a b l e  



t o  bet ter-off  farmers--rather than t he  s t a t ed  object ive  of bringing 

new technologies and increased product ivi ty  t o  small farmers. PVOs 

a s  brokers, then, can be of considerable ass i s tance  t o  t he  poor. 

The r o l e  is a pa r t i cu l a r l y  ap t  one f o r  FVOs, moreover, because of 

i ts  person-intensive nature: the  PVO suppl ies  the  intermediation 

and the  publ ic  s ec to r  suppl ies  t h e  resources. 

Because PVOs sometimes por t ray r e l a t i o n s  between the  poor 

and the  public-sector a s  having t h e  po t en t i a l  f o r  dependency, the re  

may be a tendency f o r  evaluators  t o  m i s s  t he  s ignif icance of t h i s  

brokerage ro l e ,  when i t  i s  successful ly  played. Evaluators should 

be a l e r t  t o  the  pos s ib i l i t y  i n  some pro jec t s  t h a t  a PVO's success 

o r  f a i l u r e  may hinge on its a b i l i t y  t o  l i n k  up the  poor t o  t he  public 

sector--just a s  i n  other p ro jec t s  i t  may involve the  f reeing of the  

poor from t h e i r  r e l a t i on  t o  the  public sec tor ,  a s  i n  the case of the  

oi lseed growers. Evaluators should t r y  t o  understand which of these  

two object ives  bes t  describes what the  p ro jec t  s e t  out t o  do, o r  

a c tua l l y  achieved. I n  the  brokerage cases,  the  evaluator should 

f ind  out what i t  was about the  PVO and the  public sec tor  t h a t  made 

the  intermediation work o r  not work. 

Conclusion 

I have specif ied a s e t  of var ious  possible re la t ionsh ips  

between PVOs and governments, and have suggested how these  re la t ionsh ips  

can a f f e c t  how a pro jec t  tu rns  out. One might r.sme these re la t ionsh ips  



i n  the  following way (some of the  categor ies  a r e  overlapping): 

(1) complementarity; (2) f i l l i n g  unoccupied t e r r i t o r y ;  (3) r ep l i ca t i on  

o r  d i f fus ion ;  (4) government takeover ( i n  some cases,  a subcategory 

of t he  previous);  (5) competition o r  subs t i t u t i on ;  and (6) brokerage. 

Evaluators should watch out f o r  these  re la t ions ,  and how 

they a r e  determining what i s  happening. I n  some cases,  PVO success 

may be ab le  t o  be defined a s  r e l a t i n g  wel l  t o  a "good" publ ic  sector-- 

o r  helping t o  make a publ ic  s ec to r  b e t t e r  a t  reaching the  poor. F ina l ly ,  

some of the  s t ronges t  cases of PVO impact on the  poor may work through 

t he  mechanism of public-sector ampl i f icat ion of PVO act ion.  I f  one 

wants t o  show t h a t  PVOs a r e  indeed a pa r t i cu l a r l y  appropriate ins t ruaen t  

f o r  reaching t he  poor, then i t  is important t o  f ind out what causes 

t h i s  ampl i f icat ion t o  take place. 



V - More on Innovation 

Evaluators  of PVO p r o j e c t s  should s t a r t  out  with a sense  of 

what t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  a r t  is i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s e c t o r  i n  which t h e  

PVO is working--whether it  be  maternal and c h i l d  h e a l t h ,  n u t r i t i o n  

education,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  extens ion,  s m l l - b u s i n e s s  c r e d i t ,  se l f -he lp  

housing. Though t h i s  kind of background knowledge is important f o r  

any evaluat ion  of development p r o j e c t s ,  it is p a r t i c u l a r l y  important 

f o r  PVOs because of t h e i r  c la im t h a t  they a r e  b e t t e r  a t  experimental,  

innovative approaches than a r e  l a r g e  donors and governments. PVOs 

may indeed be more innovat ive  and experimental i n  c e r t a i n  a reas ;  

they have made important con t r ibu t ions ,  i t  has been s a i d ,  i n  primary 

h e a l t h  ca re ,  non-formal education,  and appropr ia t e  technology, 

But t h e  very smallness of PVOs i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  l a r g e  donors means 

t h a t  they do not do t h e  research ,  wr i t ing  and information dissemination 

on t h e i r  experience t h a t  l a r g e  donors have done. Information on 

t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  a r t  i n  development p r o j e c t s ,  then ,  must be drawn 

mainly from t h e  research  and evaluat ion  outputs  of l a r g e  donors and 

academic i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

There was l i t t l e  i n  t h e  PVO eva lua t ions  t o  go by i n  t r y i n g  

t o  determine whether p r o j e c t s  were innovative.  There was c l e a r  

evidence, however, t h a t  c e r t a i n  p r o j e c t s  were n o t  innovat ive ,  o r  

were using approaches considered t o  be outmoded. I present  some 

examples below, and then continue on t o  d i scuss  what seems t o  be 



an important a r e a  of PVO innovation--credit t o  small enterpx i ses ,  

My a t t e n t i o n  was drawn t o  the  smal l -enterpr ise  p r o j e c t s ,  by tr,e way, 

no t  by t h e  individual  eva lua t ions  of them but by an AID research  p r o j e c t  

i n  t h i s  area. 

I n  a  maternal and c h i l d  h e a l t h  program i n  r u r a l  Ecuador, 

!* 
p r o j e c t  s t a f f  and the  h e a l t h  promoters they t r a ined  disparaged 

t r a d i t i o n a l  hea l th  p r a c t i c e s  i n  t h e  community, d i s c r e d i t e d  community 

midwives r a t h e r  than making use of them, chose and t r a i n e d  only men 

as community h e a l t h  workers, used e x p a t r i a t e s  r a t h e r  than l o c a l  persocs 
\ 

t o  t r a i n  community h e a l t h  workers, and used M . D . s  r a t h e r  than 

paraprofess ionals  t o  a much g r e a t e r  ex ten t  than was necessary, 
i 

The l i t e r a t u r e  on r u r a l  h e a l t h  p r o j e c t s  has  f o r  some time demonstrated 

t h e  unsa t i s fac to ry  r e s u l t s  of programs conducted t h i s  way. There I 
I 

was no way f o r  me  t o  te l l  from t h e  o the r  eva lua t ions  whether t h i s  

p r o j e c t  was an exception o r  t y p i c a l .  

A potable  water p r o j e c t  i n  Socth Korea provides an  example 

of t h e  importance of the  eva lua to r ' s  knowing t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  a r t  

i n  t h e  s e c t o r  being reviewed and expla in ing t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  t h a t  

context. Though t h e  p r o j e c t  was described a s  innovat ive  by 

AID and the  PVO, it turned ou t  t h a t  t h e r e  was nothing innovat ive  

about i t .  Cer ta in  design aspec t s  l i k e  metering, f i r e  hydrants  and 

24-hour s e r v i c e  had been s a i d  t o  be  innovative,  but  these  f e a t u r e s  

were a c t u a l l y  being used a l ready i n  o the r  such systems. In  general ,  



the ,techndogy and equipment of t h e  p r o j e c t  were a l ready standard 

i n  tile country, s o  much s o  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  was completely designed 

by I c c a l  engineering f irms.  The PVO engineer  i n  charge, moreover, 

had had no experience i n  developing coun t r i e s  and had made no a l t e r a t i o n  

i r l  t h e  design. C lea r ly ,  t h i s  is n o t  t n e  p i c t u r e  of an innovative 
r 

~ l n d  experimental organizat ion! That t h e  p r o j e c t  followed standard 

techniques is no t  reason enough, o i  course,  t o  be c r i t i c a l  of it. 

Though t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  evaluat ion  repor t  f a u l t e d  t h e  p r o j e c t  on o t h e r  

grounds a s  we l l ,  a p r o j e c t  using star,dard techniques could have a l s o  I 
been a successful  one. Again, i t  is hard t o  determine whether t h i s  

South Korea p r o j e c t  i s  a t y p i c a l ,  s i n c e  i t  is one of the  few eva lua t ions  
I 

t h a t  looks a t  p r o j e c t  techniques i n  t h i s  broader context .  
I 
I P r o j e c t s  involving t r a i n i n g  seem p a r t i c u l a r l y  vulnerable  

t o  the  use of outmoded o r  inappropr ia te  approaches. A l e g a l  s e r v i c e s  

p r o j e c t  f o r  poor women i n  Centra l  America, f o r  example, ran courses  

t h a t  gave no p r a c t i c a l  l e g a l  information, and resembled more t h e  

con ten t s  of a high-school c i v i c s  class. Proljec t s involving 

courses f o r  women, as noted above, o f t e n  fol low approaches considered 

t o  be outmoded--i.e., r e in fo rc ing  women's t r a d i t i a n a l  dependent s t a t u s  

as homemakers r a t h e r  than a s  dn:ome-earners. Agr icu l tu ra l  extens ion 

is  an a rea  where t h e  teaching of outmoded o r  Inappropr ia te  techniques 

is  a l s o  common, a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  the  following sec t ion .  F i n a l l y ,  

vocat ional  t r a i n i n g  programs o f t en  overlook the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  e x i s t i n g  



indigenous apprent ices ldp system is t h e  primary veh ic le  f o r  s k i l l  

formation i n  r u r a l  non-farm indust ry  (Chuta & Liedholm 1979:74; 

Anderson & Leiserson 1980:235). The vocat ional  programs o f t e n  do 

no t  do nea r ly  a s  w e l l  i n  t h e  formation of s k i l l s  and i n  subsequent 

employment f o r  t r a i n e e s  a s  do t h e  e x i s t i n g  systems; nor  is t h e  

apprent iceship  system taken i n t o  account i n  t h e  design of t h e  vocat ional  

program. Evaluators  need t o  keep these  e x i s t i n g  well-functioning 

systems i n  mind. 

Based on t h e  l i m i t e d  evidence a t  hand, one can say t h a t  some 

PVOs, o r  some PVO p r o j e c t s ,  have been p a r t i c u l a r l y  innovative whi le  

o t h e r s  have been j u s t  t h e  opposi te .  U n t i l  f u r t h e r  evidence is a v a i l a b l e ,  

then,  i t  seems reasonable t o  conclude t h a t  PVOs a s  a group a r e  not 

innovative but t h a t  some PVOs, o r  PVO p r o j e c t s ,  have made important 

innovations i n  c e r t a i n  a reas .  How does one exp la in  t h e  innovative 

cases?  How does one exp la in  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  whi le  some PVOs a r e  on 

t h e  f r o n t i e r  i n  primary r u r a l  h e a l t h  ca re ,  o t h e r s  a r e  no t  only f a r  

behind, bu t  are using t h e  very techniques t h a t  have been shown by 

t h e  innovative PVOs t o  be outmoded? A s t r i k i n g  example of t h i s  c o n t r a s t  

is t h e  above example of outmoded hea l th  techniques i n  the  Ecuador 

p ro jec t .  A p r o j e c t  of t h e  same PVO i n  Bangladesh was proceeding 

i n  j u s t  t h e  oppos i t e  way--i.e., using and genera t ing  innovative 

techniques i n  primary h e a l t h  ca re .  

In  cases  where PVOs a r e  using standard techniques success fu l ly ,  

t h e  PVO cl,r?3r. t o  innovativeness may be j u s t  a s  confusing and un jus t  



a c r i t e r i o n  f o r  evaluat ion  a s  is t h e  claim t o  the  use  of p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

processes.  A p r o j e c t  t h a t  success fu l ly  extended standard techniques 

t o  new c l i e n t  groups would f i t  p e r f e c t l y  w e l l  w i th in  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  

conception of PVOs a s  competent d e l i v e r e r s  of c e r t a i n  pub l i c  se rv ices .  

q g r i c u l t u r a l  extension and r a t i o n a l i t y  

A f i n a l  example of a p r o j e c t  f a l l i n g  behind t h e  s t a t e  of 

t h e  a r t  comes from the  f i e l d  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  extension.  A p r o j e c t  

i n  Ethiopia  included seed-sowing demonstrations f o r  small  farmers. 

"Farmers t r a d i t i o n a l l y  randomly s c a t t e r  t h e i r  seed r a t h e r  than p l a n t  

them i n  rows," t h e  r epor t  s a i d ,  i n  explanation of t h e  need t o  i n s t r u c t  

t h e  farmers t o  p l a n t  i n  rows. During t h e  l a s t  t e n  yea r s ,  an 

important cu r ren t  of l i t e r a t u r e  by geographers, an th ropo log i s t s  and 

economists has  shown t h a t  t h e  " t r a d i t i o n a l "  ways t h a t  peasant  farmers 

do t h i n g s  has  turned out  t o  be q u i t e  r a t i o n a l ,  agronomically and 

economically. Other s t u d i e s  have demonstrated t h a t  t h e  modern p r a c t i c e s  

t r a d i t i o n a l l y  recommended by a g r i c u l t u r a l  extension s e r v i c e s  i n  t h i r d -  

world c o u n t r i e s  have o f t e n  been inappropriate--frequently r e s u l t i n g  

i n  decreased r e t u r n s  t o  peasant  farmers or  even d e c l i n e s  i n  y i e l d .  

I n t e r p l a n t i n g  is one of t h e  traditional p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  h a s  been found 

t o  make considerable  agronomic and economic sense  i n  peasant  farming 

1 
Some exce l l en t  examples of t h e s e  undes i rable  r e s u l t s  i n  Afr ica  can 

be found i n  the  work, and works cited, of  R. G .  Saylor  (1969 and n .d . ) .  



systems, while the clean-row plantings recommended in the Ethiopia 

project have often resulted in reduced incomes and soil degradation. 

Though row-planting may have for some reason been appropriate 

in 'he Ethiopia case, the burden should be on the evaluator to indicate 

that it is and why, given the current state of the art. The evaluation's 

reference to interplanting as "random scattering," and the recommended 

row planting, seems to place the project and its attitudes more in 

the 1960s than in the 1980s--or at least, in the 1980s extension 

services of some of the governments that PVOs would characterize 

as insensitive to local ways of doing things. 

Agriculture is an area in which there has been considerable 

new research and experimentation on productivity-increasing techniques 

suited to small farmers without capital (e.g., Whyte & Gostyla). 

This new work has been inspired, to a considerable extent, by the 

critique of existing extension recommendations. If PVOs are more 

responsive to the needs of the poor than large donors, in other words, 

then this is one area where it should be showing up. It is among 

PVO projects where one would expect least to find the kind of attitudes 

and recommendations expressed in the Ethiopia evaluation. Since 

the Ethiopia evaluatioc was the only one, of those I read, that gave 

a sense of the agricultural techniques recommended, it is not clear 

whether this program is typical of the agricultural extension advice 

given out in most PVO projscts . 



Evaluators  should look c lose ly  a t  t h e  extension recommendations 

of PVO p r o j e c t s ,  and comment on t h e i r  appropr ia teness  i n  l i g h t  of 

t h e  new wisdom about peasant  farming systems. This  is no t  only because 

of t h e  r a d i c a l  t ransformation over t h e  l a s t  decade i n  th inking about 

t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  of peasant  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  but  a l s o  because some p r a c t i c e s  

recommended by extension s e r v i c e s  are more appropr ia t e  t o  l a r g e  farmers 

than t o  small ones. Thus recommended p r a c t i c e s  may have been adopted, 

but  only among t h e  l a r g e s t  farmers. Evaluators  should the re fo re  

sssess t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  impact of t h e  recommended p r a c t i c e s .  Who 

adopted, who did  not?  What were the  r e s u l t s  from those  who adopted? 

(This does not  r e q u i r e  soph i s t i ca ted  income ca lcu la t ions . )  Why d i d  

t h e  non-adopters no t  adopt? Are t h e r e  any economic and j o c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  

between the  adopters  and t h e  non-adopters? Is t h e r e  any mechanism 

f o r  spread from t h e  adopters  t o  t h e  non-adopters? O r  i s  t h e r e  a 

n a t u r a l  b a r r i e r  between t h e  two, such a s  requirements l i k e  c a p i t a l ,  

l o c a t i o n  along a good road, landownership (vs. land tenancy), p r iv i l eged  

access  t o  inpu t s  o r  c r e d i t ?  

These ques t ions  should be asked p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  cases  where 

t h e r e  is a widespread adoption of techniques,  s i n c e  t h i s  kind of 

achievement is t h e  exception r a t h e r  than t h e  r u l e .  A community 

development p r o j e c t  i n  Colombia, f o r  example, reported a 43% adoption 

r a t e  f o r  improved a g r i c u l t u r a l  techniques i n  one p a r t i c u l a r  area. 

What were the  techniques? What d i f f e rence  d id  they make i n  production 



and income? Who were t h e  adopters?  t h e  non-adopters? Were the  

remaining 57% non-adopters on t h e  way t o  adoption too? O r  had adoption 

reached a n a t u r a l  b a r r i e r ?  S imi la r ly ,  a  v i s i t o r  t o  an a g r i c u l t u r a l  

r e sea rch  p r o j e c t  i n  Guatemala repor ted  "unheard-of-yields" i n  new 

and t r a d i t i o n a l  crops us ing  d r i p  i r r i g a t i o n .  Were t h e s e  y i e l d s  

v e r i f i e d  i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  o r  only i n  t h e  research  s t a t i o n ?  Were t h e  

m a t e r i a l s  necessary f o r  d r i p  i r r i g a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  i n  t h e  a rea?  Would 

t h e i r  c o s t  l i m i t  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  innovation could reach 

t h e  poores t  farmers? F i n a l l y ,  l i t t l e  monitoring of ex -c l i en t s  of 

PVO p r o j e c t s  was done by eva lua to r s ,  except  f o r  t h e  DAI eva lua t ion  

of Kenya and Niger p r o j e c t s .  This  kind of monitoring is e s s e n t i a l  

f o r  gauging t h e  success of a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r o j e c t s .  

The a g r i c u l t u r a l  ex tens ion  case  a l s o  provides t h e  opportunity 

t o  make a po in t  about eva lua t ion  t h a t  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l  p r o j e c t s  i n  

third-world coun t r i e s .  P r o j e c t  managers and eva lua to r s  o f t e n  a t t r i b u t e  

t h e  f a i l u r e  of a  p r o j e c t  t o  t h e  " i r r a t i o n a l "  t r a d i t i o n a l  b e l i e f s  

of t h e  poor. Thus i t  was f o r  many yea r s  t h a t  t h e  f a i l u r e  of many 

ex tens ion  programs t o  i n c r e a s e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  production and p roduc t iv i ty  

was a t t r i b u t e d  t o  tht- " i r r a t i o n a l i t y "  of t h e  peasant  farmer,  and 

h i s  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  accept ing  "modern" methods of production.  Even 

though peasant  production techniques a r e  now understood t o  make cons iderable  

sense ,  however, t h e  myth of t h e  i r r a t i o n a l i t y  of peasant  a g r i c u l t u r e  

s t i l l  has  a  s t rong  hold among a g r i c u l t u r a l  e x t e n s i o n i s t s  today. 



To some e x t e n t ,  the  l a g  i n  adoption by extension agencies 

of t h e  "rat ional-peasant" view represen t s  a  c e r t a i n  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  

of t h e  myth f o r  these  agencies.  I f  peasants  a r e  i r r a t i o n a l ,  t h a t  

is, then considerable  e f f o r t  must be invested i n  changing t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  

and t r a i n i n g  them t o  see  the  wisdom of t h e  new techniques--exactly 

what a g r i c u l t u r a l  extension does. But i f  peasants  have s e r i o u s  c o n s t r a i n t s  

on t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  adopt,  then e f f o r t s  might b e t t e r  be concentrated 

i n  s e c t o r s  where extension agencies do n o t  necessa r i ly  have a  s p e c i a l  

expertise--e.g., provis ion  of inpu t s ,  of c r e d i t ,  and of land.  I n  

many cases ,  e x t e n s i o n i s t s  have a c t u a l l y  been on t h e  f o r e f r o n t  i n  

helping small farmers i n  these  a r e a s ,  which a r e  pe r iphera l  t o  t h e i r  

s t a t e d  t a s k ;  t h i s  i s  p a r t l y  because e x t e n s i o n i s t s  a r e  sometimes t h e  

only public-sector  i n s t i t u t i o n  "occupying" t h e  countryside.  But 

f o r  extension agencies t o  admit t h a t  t h e i r  main con t r ibu t ion  i s  i n  

these  o the r  areas--and t h a t  peasants  indeed respond " ra t iona l ly"  when 

you prcvide  t h e  condi t ions  f o r  them t o  respond--is f o r  t h e s e  agencies 

a l s o  t o  g ive  up on t h e i r  claim t o  spec ia l i zed  exper t i se .  One does 

not  have t o  be t r a ined  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  t h a t  is ,  i n  order  t o  open 

up access  t o  inpu t s  t h a t  l a r g e r  farmers a l ready have, o r  t o  in termedia te  

between peasant farmers and unsympathetic banks. 

Another myth t h a t  has been func t iona l  t o  p r o j e c t  agencies 

was y o i n t r l  out  by Ailen Hoben ( a s  c i t e d  i n  124:26). Many myths 

about African p a s t o r a l i s t s  and p a s t o r a l  systems p e r s i s t ,  Hoben says ,  



because they provide  a u s e f u l  ideology f o r  non-pas to ra l i s t  groups,  

and have helped p r o j e c t  personnel  j u s t i f y  t h e i r  own va lues  and pe rcep t ions .  

He g i v e s  a s  an example t h e  a t t i t u d e  toward range  management of t h e  

range  s c i e n t i s t ,  who c h a r a c t e r i z e s  nomadic behavior  a s  "oppor tunis t ic"  

i n  terms of  h i s  ( t h e  s c i e n t i s t ' c !  own p r i n c i p a l  concern over  minimizing 

t h e  r i s k  of degrada t ion  t o  t h e  environment. 

Because of  t h e  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  of many such myths about t h e  

poor t o  t h e  agenc ie s  t h a t  a r e  supposed t o  h e l p  them, t h e  e v a l u a t o r  

needs t o  view them wi th  cau t ion ,  and n o t  adopt  them a s  h i s  own way 

of exp la in ing  how t h i n g s  t u r n  out .  

Small-business c r e d i t  a s  innovat ive  

I would like t o  c l o s e  t h i s  d i scuss ion  of  innovat ion  by focus ing  

on an a r e a  of p r o j e c t s  i n  which PVOs seem, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  above 

examples, t o  have been t r u l y  innovative--the a r e a  of  c r e d i t  t o  smal l  

bus inesses .  Though I have no t  looked a t  any of t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  i n  

t h e  f i e l d ,  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  g ive  me t h e  impression t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t s  

a r e  doing t h i n g s  d i f f e r e n t l y  from t h e  l a r g e  donors and governments 

i n  f i v e  d i s t i n c t  ways:' (1) they  make a  judgment about t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  

of t h e  person r eques t ing  f inanc ing ,  r a t h e r  than  about t h e  p r o j e c t  

2 
t o  be  f inanced o r  t h e  a s s e t s  t h a t  back i t  up; (2)  they  lend t o  groups 

- 
' M O S ~  of t h e  informat ion  on small-business  c r e d i t  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s  
taken from t h e  ACCION International/AITEC r e p o r t  on investment i n  sma l l  
c a p i t a l  e n t e r p r i s e s  (1980) and, t o  a l e s s e r  e x t e n t ,  Bruce (1980) and t h e  
USAID Upper Volta  r e p o r t  on t h e  Rural  E n t e r p r i s e  Development p r o j e c t  (1979). 

2 ~ o t  a l l  small-business  c r e d i t  p r o j e c t s  fo l low t h i s  approach, o r  completely 
exclude judgments about t h e  sub-borrower's investment p lans .  



t h a t  a r e  informally c o n s t i t u t e d  s o l e l y  f o r  t h e  purpose of tak ing  

c r e d i t ,  r a t h e r  than promote t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  of formal  groups l i k e  

coopera t ives ,  with independent l e g a l  s t a t u s  and va r ious  purposes 

i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  c r e d i t ;  (3) t h e i r  s t a f f s  a r e  unspecia l ized  i n  c r e d i t  

o r  bus iness ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  spec ia l i zed  s t a f f s  of government- 

sponsored c r e d i t  projects;1 (4) they have s h o r t  repayment pe r iods  

(e .g. ,  up t o  s i x  months), wi th  f requent  in s t a l lmen t  payments (sometimes 

d a i l y ) ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  long repayment per iods  and inf requent  

repayments of t h e  l a r g e r  programs; f i n a l l y ,  and most important ,  

(5) t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  o f t e n  show high repayment rates, i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  

t h e  mixed experience of government programs wi th  c r e d i t  t o  smal l  

farmers.  The comparison of t h e s e  programs t o  those  of l a r g e  donors, 

then ,  he lps  expla in  some of t h e  elements of t h e i r  success  and, a t  

t h e  same time, provides some experimental  evidence t h a t  might be 

used i n  large-donor p r o j e c t s .  

Judging t h e  person vs. t h e  p r o j e c t .  That small-business c r e d i t  p r o j e c t s  

can lend on t h e  b a s i s  of personal  judgments about t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  of a  person 

he lps  t o  overcome one of t h e  major causes of i n e q u a l i t y  i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of c r e d i t  channeled through pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  banks.2 Banks usua l ly  

' ~ ~ a i n ,  t h i s  is not  t r u e  of some programs, and some have a mix of 
g e n e r a l i s t s  and s p e c i a l i s t s .  

 h he judgment of a  c r e d i t  a p p l i c a n t  taay be made by t h e  PVO s t a f f  
i t s e l f  o r  by t h e  l e a d e r  of a  small  c r e d i t  group, who t a k e s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  c o l l e c t i o n .  I n  t h i s  way, p r o j e c t  s t a f f  need n o t  know a l l  a p p l i c a n t s  
pe r sona l ly  i n  order  t o  judge t h e i r  a c c e p t a b i l i t y ,  



r e q u i r e  t h a t  c r e d i t  r e c i p i e n t s  have co-signers  o r  s u b s t a n t i a l  c o l l a t e r a l  

i n  t h e  form of a t t a c h a b l e  p rope r ty ,  which most poor a p p l i c a n t s  cannot 

provide .  With t h e  advent of government-sponsored "modernization" 

t programs i n  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  moreover, a p p l i c a n t s  have haa t o  p r e s e n t  

an a p p r o p r i a t e  p r o j e c t  f o r  f i nanc ing ,  showing a change t o  p roduc t iv i ty -  

i n c r e a s i n g  i n p u t s  and p r a c t i c e s  and a  l e v e l  of p r o j e c t e d  r p t u r n s  

adequate  t o  repay t h e  loan .  C e r t a i n  government agenc ie s  o r  p r i v a t e  

f i rms  a r e  named a s  s p e c i a l i s t s  a t  p repa r ing  f inanceab le  p r o j e c t s .  

Thus an  a p p l i c a n t  h a s  t o  spend money and time on g e t t i n g  a  proposa l  

prepared,  as w e l l  a s  on winning t h e  good g races  of t h e  appointed s p e c i a l i s t s ,  

i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  bank. S p e c i a l i s t s ,  i n  t u r n ,  tend t o  b e  more 

comfortable  w i t h  those  who can c a r r y  ou t  t h e  p r o j e c t s  t hey  have been 

t r a i n e d  t o  design--usual ly meaning t h e  b e t t e r - o f f  among t h e  a p p l i c a n t s .  

The n e c e s s i t y  of p re sen t ing  a  p r o j e c t  o r  ga in ing  approval  f o r  one ' s  

product ion  techniques ,  then ,  compl ica tes  t h e  c r e d i t - a p p l i c a t i o n  process  

cons iderably  and makes i t  more c o s t l y  f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a n t ,  l e t  &lone 

f o r  t h e  f inanc ing  agency; i t  a l s o  in t roduces  ano the r  government u n i t  

i n t o  t h e  p i c t u r e ,  o r  another  sub-group of s p e c i a l i s t s ,  w i t h  l i k e s  

and d i s l i k e s  t h a t  may n o t  be c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  

o b j e c t i v e s  of t h e  program. 

I n  t h e  small-business  c r e d j t  programs of PVOs, i t  was found 

t h a t  t h e r e  was no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  t h e  amount of in format ion  

c o l l e c t e d  on an  a p p l i c a n t  and h i s  promptness a t  repayment, 



Thi s  is an i n t e r e s t i n g  f i n d i n g  i n  l i g h t  of t h e  importance p laced  

by t h e  c r e d i t  programs of government i n s t t t u t i o n s  on t h e  asset 

requirements  and t h e  p r o j e c t  proposa l  of t h e  p rospec t ive  borrower.  

Is t h i s  approach t o  making c r e d i t  d e c i s i o n s  r e p l i c a b l e  

on a  l a r g e r  s c a l e ,  l e t  a lone  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  a s  opposed t o  t h e  urban  

small-business  s e c t o r ?  Would a  l a r g e r  s c a l e  des t roy  t h e  a b i l i t y  

of an agency t o  make such pe r sona l  judgments? One PVO o f f i c e r  i n  

L a t i n  America expressed skep t i c i sm about  expansion of s u c c e s s f u l  

small-business  c r e d i t  programs t h e r e ,  b u t  n o t  because of t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  

of r e t a i n i n g  t h e  pe r sona l  b a s i s  f o r  judging a p p l i c a n t s .  Expansion, 

he  s a i d ,  had ru ined  t h e  PVOs themselves i n  c e r t a i n  c a s e s ;  w i t h  new monies, 

they had engaged i n  a  f l u r r y  of new activities beyond t h e i r  r each ,  

t h u s  n e g l e c t i n g  and d i l u t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  c r e d i t  

program, Here i s  a ca se ,  then ,  where A I D  might encourage 

PVOs - n o t  t o  d i v e r s i f y  b u t  t o  u s e  new monies i n s t e a d  t o  expand t h e  

coverage of t h e  same a c t i v i t y  t o  a broader  popula t ion .  

Limited groups. The success  of PVO small-business  programs a t  r e l y i n g  

on informal  groups t o  channel  some of t h e  c r e d i t  i s  a l s o  worthy of 

no te .  F i r s t ,  r e p o r t s  i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on exper iences  w i t h  group 

c r e d i t  f o r  peasan t  farmers  have n o t  been ve ry  pos i t i ve . '  (Are t h e r e  

' see,  f o r  example, Adams (1978) , dos Anjos e t  a1 (n.d.)  , Von Pischke  & 
Rouse (1981:24, n. 24) .  The l a t t e r  work a l s o  d e s c r i b e s  a  s u c c e s s f u l  
except  i on  (pp . 15-17) . 



reasons  why group c r e d i t  would work b e t t e r  among urban smal l  bus ines ses  

than among r u r a l  farmers?)  Second, t h e  t y p i c a l  approach of governments 

and some PVOs t o  forming groups through which t o  channel r u r a l  c r e d i t  

and o t h e r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n p u t s  is q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of t h e  

PVO small-business  programs. Most a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs promote 

t h e  formal c o n s t i t u t i o n  of  l a r g e  groups, mainly coope ra t ives ,  t h a t  

w i l l  be  a b l e  t o  s t and  on t h e i r  own and engage i n  myriad a c t i v i t i e s  

l i k e  inpu t  supply,  market ing,  and consumer s t o r e s .  These groups 

a r e  meant t o  encompass whole communities, s o  t h a t  everyone who wants 

such s e r v i c e s  w i l l  u l t i m a t e l y  be a b l e  t o  g e t  them through t h e  group. 

The r e s u l t s  of t h e s e  a t t empt s  t o  d e c e n t r a l i z e  t h e  supply of publ ic-  

s e c t o r  s e r v i c e s  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  through t h e  c r e a t i o n  of community- 

run e n t i t i e s  h a s  not  been good, p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i th  r e s p e c t  t o  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  

o b j e c t i v e s .  1 

The groups formed by small-business programs a r e  j u s t  t h e  

oppos i t e  of those  at tempted by governments i n  t h e  r u r a l  s e c t o r .  They 

a r e  informal  and n o t  l e g a l l y  c o n s t i t u t e d ;  t h e r e  a r e  many such groups 

i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  community, each made up of a handfu l  of persons  who 

know and t r u s t  each o t h e r  (5-8 persons) ;  they a r e  formed spontaneously 

i n  response t o  t h e  informat ion  by p r o j e c t  s t a f f  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  

only way t o  g e t  c r e d i t ;  and t h e  group l e a d e r  t a k e s  cons ide rab le  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

1 
See, f o r  example, L e l e  (1981). 



i n  c o l l e c t i n g  payments from members. This  process  t a k e s  a  cons ide rab l e  

burden o f f  t h e  p r o j e c t  agency. Under many government programs i n  t h e  

r u r a l  s e c t o r ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  spend c o n s i d z r a b l e  t ime "promoting" 

t h e  format ion  of groups among r e l u c t a n t  farmers  and t r y i n g  t o  s e l l  them on 

t h e  b e n e f i t s  t o  be gained from "cooperat ing."  I n  t h e  small-bucfness  c a s e ,  

t h e  groups form spontaneous ly ,  i n  response  t o  t h e  immediate a v a i l a b i l i t y  

of  something they  want. 

The small-business  approach t o  groups t a k e s  advantage of 

p e r s o n a l  networks i n  t h e  community, a l lowing  groups t o  form a long  

"na tura l"  l i n e s .  The pe r sona l  a l l e g i a n c e s  an2 mutual f a m i l i a r i t i e s  

c a r r y  much of t h e  burden of judging  an a p p l i c a n t  and ach i ev ing  repayment. 

They a l s o  keep c l a s s  o r  f a c t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t  o u t s i d e  t h e  group i n  c o n t r a s t  

t o  t h e  community-wide groups,  which a r e  o f t e n  c r i p p l e d  by i n t r a -  

community s t r i f e  and o f t e n  i gno re  o r  exc lude  t h e  l e a s t  powerful  members 

of t h e  community. Pub l i c - sec to r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs, of cou r se ,  

tend t o  promote community-wide groups p a r t l y  because they  want a  

community e n t i t y  t o  r e c e i v e  pub l i c - sec to r  s e r v i c e s ,  and many such 

r e c e i v e r s  would be i n e f f i c i e n t .  A s  p a r t  of t h e  hoped-for economies 

of s c a l e  i n  s e r v i c i n g  communities, t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs encourage 

t h e  groups  they promote t o  engage i n  o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s - - n o t  j u s t  c r e d i t .  

M u l t i p l e  t a k s ,  i n  t u r n ,  are more demanding than  s i n g l e  t a s k s ,  and 

r e q u i r e  c more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  o r g a n i z a t i o n ;  i t  becomes more d i f f i c u l t  



f o r  t h e s e  promoted groups t o  do w e l l  because they must become competent 

bus ines s  e n t e r p r i s e s .  I n  t h e  small-business  programs, t h e  groups 

s e r v e  one l i m i t e d  purpose and a r e  n o t  expected t o  become e n t e r p r i s e s  

themselves.  

The f i n d i n g s  on small-business  c r e d i t  a r e  r e l e v a n t  n o t  only 

t o  t h e  a t t empt s  of governments t o  channel  t h e i r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs 

through coope ra t ives  promoted by government, bu t  t o  t h e  i n t e r e s t  

of many PVOs themselves i n  encouraging coope ra t ive  formation.  One 

of t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  makes thc! small-business  program work w e l l ,  t h a t  

is,  seems t o  be t h e  u s e  of groups i n  h igh ly  circumscribed ways-- 

q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  mult i -purpose,  l a r g e ,  community-wide and 

formal ly  c o n s t i t u t e d  groups promoted by government a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs, 

a s  w e l l  a s  some PVOs. 

S t a f f s  w i thou t  s p e c i a l t i e s .  The u s e  of unspec ia l i zed  s t a f f  i n  small-  

bus ines s  programs a l s o  makes f o r  i n t e r e s t i n g  comparison t o  government 

programs i n  t h e  r u r a l  s e c t o r ,  where s t a f f s  a r e  s p e c i a l i z e d  e i t h e r  

i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  ex t ens ion  o r  c r e d i t .  S t a f f s  i n  t h e  eva lua t ed  p r o j e c t s  

were u s u a l l y  community-development e x p e r t s ,  s o c i a l  workers ,  u n i v e r s i t y  

students--and d e f i n i t e l y  n o t ,  

bus ines s  o r  c r e d i t .  I n  f a c t ,  

ou t  of more d i f f u s e  community 

i n  most c a s e s ,  s p e c i a l i s t s  i n  small  

many small-business  programs evolved 

development p r o j e c t s  .' This  

'Why d i d  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  evo lu t ion  t a k e  p l a c e ?  Was i t  because 
of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  o r  l a c k  of succes s  w i th  t h e  more gene ra l  
community development approach? O r  was i t  because communities i d e n t i f i e d  
such c r e d i t  a s  something they wanted? O r  was it because such a c r e d i t  
program seems t o  be a more f e a s i b l e  t a s k  than o t h e r s ?  I f  t h e  l a t t e r ,  why? 



c o n t r a s t s  sharply  t o  t h e  r u r a l  c r e d i t  programs f o r  small farmers, 

which evolved out  of e x i s t i n g  programs of c r e d i t  and o the r  inpu t s  

t o  large-farm a g r i c u l t u r e ,  administered through banking i n s t i t u t i o n s  

and a g r i c u l t u r a l  m i n i s t r i e s .  Thei r  s t a f f s  w e r e  s p e c i a l i s t s  i n  d ispens ing 

c r e d i t  o r  teaching a g r i c u l t u r a l  techniques,  which usual ly  involved 

working with a  c l i e n t e l e  t h a t  was be t t e r -o f f  than and, i n  many cases ,  

had i n t e r e s t s  i n  c o n f l i c t  wi th  t h e  poor. Providing c r e d i t  t o  t h e  

pcor, then, was o f t e n  beyond the  sympathies of t h e s e  p a r t i c u l a r  s t a f f s  

and, i n  many cases ,  was even problematic f o r  them--to t h e  ex ten t  

t h a t  they had t o  t u r n  t h e i r  backs on t h e i r  o l d e r ,  be t ter -off  c l i e n t e l e ,  

who f e l t  they had a  p r i o r  claim on these  agencies '  a t t e n t i o n s .  

The s t a f f s  of t h e  small-business programs a r e  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  

from these  l a t t e r  i n s t i t u i o n s .  Thei r  t r a i n i n g  and previous work 

involved poor c l i e n t s  ( i n  the  case  of t h e  s o c i a l  workers); o r  they 

were drawn t o  work on t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  p l ace  out  of t h e i r  

commitment t o  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  programs ( t h e  community-development 

workers and t h e  u n i v e r s i t y  s tuden t s ) .  I n  add i t ion  t o  the  commitment 

dimension of these  unspecial ized s t a f f s  and t h e  l ack  of necess i ty  

f o r  them t o  tu rn  t h e i r  backs on an e a r l i e r  and h igher  c l a s s  of c l i e n t s ,  

i t  i s  a l s o  important t h a t  these  s t a f f s  had no technology t o  sell .  

'Th i s  c o n t r a s t s  wi th  programs of supervised c r e d i t  f o r  small farmers, 

with t h e i r  a t tempts  t o  s e l l  more " ra t iona l "  production techniques. 

Having no technology t o  sell  made i t  poss ib le  f o r  t h e  small-business 



programs t o  be l e s s  complicated than  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  ones and, i n  

a d d i t i o n ,  p ro t ec t ed  t h e  program and i ts  c l i e n t s  from t h e  contempt 

developed by s t a f f e r s  f o r  c l i e n t s  who resist t h e  s p e c i a l i s t ' s  

recommendations. 

Small l oans ,  r a p i d  repayment, f r equen t  i n s t a l l m e n t s .  The f i n a l  marked 

d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  small-business  programs and t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

c r e d i t  programs is t h e  smal l  s i z e  of t h e  l o a n s ,  t h e  s h o r t n e s s  of 

t h e  amor t iza t ion  pe r iod ,  and t h e  frequency a t  which i n s t a l l m e n t s  

f a l l  due. A g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  programs a r e  based on t h e  assumption 

t h a t  c r e d i t  is a v e h i c l e  f o r  achiev ing  improvements i n  p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  

and t h a t  t h i s  can b e  done mainly through investment--as opposed t o  

short- term c r e d i t  f o r  annual  ope ra t ing  c o s t s .  These programs t h e r e f o r e  

emphasize t h e  importance of making c r e d i t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  small farmers  

i n  l a r g e  amounts, w i t h  long  amor t i za t ion  pe r iods ;  repayment i s  set 

a t  onc o r  two t imes a y e a r ,  p a r t l y  i n  deference  t o  t h e  annual  c rop  

cyc le .  Though such programs a l s o  extend annual  o p e r a t i n g  c r e d i t  

t o  farmers--in r e c o g n i t i o n  of t h e  upward b i a s  of  a pure ly  investment- 

c r e d i t  program--small amounts and s h o r t  repayment pe r iods  are considered 

t o  be  a s soc i a t ed  w i t h  a con t inua t ion  of a g r i c u l t u r a l  s t a g n a t i o n .  

Frequent repayment, moreover, has  never been considered--because of 

t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  cyc l e ,  because t h e r e  i s  almost no l end ing  f o r  o f f -  

farm a c t i v i t i e s  by t h e  poor ,  and because of t h e  c o s t s  t o  t h e  f inanc ing  

agency of r ece iv ing  many sma l l  payments. Though t h e  smal l  amounts, 



s h o r t  amort iza t ion  periods,  and f requent  ins t a l lmen t s ,  a r e  t h e  hallmarks 

of t h e  small-business programs, i n  sum, they have never been s o  p o s i t i v e l y  

considered i n  t h e  r u r a l  c r e d i t  programs. Why t h e  d i f fe rence?  

Small farmers o f t e n  complain about long amort iza t ion  per iods ,  

l a r g e  loan amounts, and inf requent  repayment. Extension agen t s  o r  

bank personnel ,  small farmers sometimes r e p o r t ,  encourage them t o  

t ake  l a r g e r  loans  than they desire--or w i l l  approve t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  

only i f  i t  is f o r  a l a r g e r  amount and inc ludes  a d d i t i o n a l  items-- 

because a l a r g e r  loan and c e r t a i n  investments a r e  considered more 

cons i s t en t  with t h e  modernization goals  of t h e  program. I n  order  

t o  ge t  c r e d i t  r a t h e r  than none, small farmers w i l l  o f t e n  go along 

with t h e s e  l a r g e r  p r o j e c t s  and w i l l  no t  do very wel l  a t  undertaking o r  

managing t h e  investments. Hence t h e  farmers '  complaint,  s t r ange  

a s  i t  may seem, t h a t  they o f t e n  had t o  take  more c r e d i t  than they 

wanted. In add i t ion  t o  t h e i r  concern f o r  overly l a r g e  loans ,  farmers 

o f t en  express  a d e s i r e  f o r  s h o r t e r  amort iza t ion  per iods  and more 

f requent  repayment requirements. They f e e l  they would do b e t t e r  

under t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of a f requent  repayment schedule, where they 

would have t o  use  a v a i l a b l e  funds t o  make p a r t i a l  payment, ins t ead  

of having i t  around t o  spend on o the r  th ings .  Women, i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  

reques t  t h i s  frequent-repayment requirement, complaining t h a t  t h e i r  

husbands, who con t ro l  household income, w i l l  o f t en  spend amounts t h a t  

should be  s e t  a s i d e  f o r  l a t e r  c r e d i t  repayment on a lcohol  and o the r  

" f r i v o l o u ~ "  items. 



I n  des ign ing  a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  programs f o r  sma l l  fa rmers ,  

donor agenc ie s  and governments have f e l t  they were he lp ing  sma l l  

farmers  by making c r e d i t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  them on t h e  same terms a l r eady  

enjoyed by l a r g e r  farmers--in l a r g e  amounts, w i th  long amor t i za t ion  

pe r iods ,  and w i t h  an annuai  o r  b i annua l  repayment schedules .  It i s  

i r o n i c ,  then ,  t h a t  t h e s e  well- intended moves are experienced by some 

farmers  a s  problemat ic ,  r a t h e r  than  h e l p f u l .  Though t h e r e  a r e  many 

smal l  fa rmers  who have gained from t h e  newly a v a i l a b l e  c r e d i t ,  t h e  

workings of t h i s  approach t o  ex tending  c r e d i t  f a c i l i t i e s  may a l s o  

have c o n t r i b u t e d ,  i n a d v e r t e n t l y ,  t o  l i m i t i n g  t h e  a b i l i t y  of smal l  

farmers  t o  borrow and t o  repay .' It is f o r  t h i s  reason t h a t  t h e  

oppos i t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  small-business  programs a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

i n t e r e s t i n g  and r e l e v a n t .  Are they t r a n s f e r a b l e  t o  r u r a l  a r e a s ?  
2 

Costs .  The r e l evance  of t h e  small-business  c r e d i t  exper ience  t o  

t h a t  of l a r g e r  c r e d i t  programs is p a r t l y  dependent on c o s t .  Are 

t h e  c o s t s  of admin i s t e r ing  c r e d i t  t h i s  way r easonab le  i n  comparison 

t o  pub l i c - sec to r  and o t h e r  c r e d i t  programs? Cos ts  were r epo r t ed  

p~ 

 he l a r g e r  l o a n s  and longe r  re>ayment pe r iods  a l s o  l i m i t  t h e  acces s  
of poorer  borrowers  because investment  l o a n s  a r e  more r i s k y  t o  banks 
than  shor te r - te rm working c a p i t a l  l o a n s ,  a p o i n t  made by e v a l u a t o r s  
of  a pub l i c - sec to r  program- sf c r e d i t  t o  smal l  bus ines ses  i n  t h e  
P h i l i p p i n e s  (Anderson 6 Khambata 1981:46, 167) .  P a r t l y  f o r  t h i s  
reason ,  t h e  a u t h o r s  recommend more l end ing  f o r  working c a p i t a l  and 
less f o r  investment .  

 on Pischke  & Rouse (1981: 17)  do sugges t  t h a t  "modest" c r e d i t  amounts 
and o b j e c t i v e s  con t r ibu ted  t o  t h e  succes s  of an a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r e d i t  
program f o r  groups i n  Malawi. 



i n  t h e  eva lua t ions  only f o r  two c a s e s :  (1)  i n  an E l  Salvador  program, 

c o s t s  were U.S.$30 f o r  t h e  f i r s t  loan ,  and $10 f o r  subsequent l o a n s ,  

w i th  l o a n  s i z e  ranging between $80 and $200 ( t h e s e  d a t a  need t o  be  

reworked i n t o  a  percentage  s h a r e  of c o s t s  i n  l o a n  v a l u e  s o  a s  t o  

b e  a b l e  t o  make comparisons t o  o t h e r  c r e d i t  programs); (2)  a  program 

of c r e d i t  t o  women i n  I n d i a  r epo r t ed  c o s t s  of $1  p e r  loan  p l u s  10% 

of t h e  loan  va lue ,  on loans  between $12 and $36 ( t h e  percentage  f i g u r e  

would seem t o  r e p r e s e n t  charges  r a t h e r  than  c o s t s ,  s i n c e  loan  p roces s ing  

c o s t s  a s  a  percentage of l o a n  v a l u e  decrease  a s  l oan  s i z e  i n c r e a s e s  

because of economies of s c a l e ) .  An e v a l u a t i o n  of a small-business  

c r e d i t  program i n  B r a z i l  noted t h a t  c o s t s  were 39% of  l oan  v a l u e  

i n  t h e  f i r s t  yea r ,  and t h a t  nominal i n t e r e s t  rates would have had 

t o  be increased  from 24% t o  63% t o  f u l l y  recover  t hose  c o s t s  (Schre iber  

1975:68). S ince  t h e  program is now q u i t e  s u c c e s s f u l ,  and under 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  a World Bank loan ,  t h a t  r e l a t i v e  c o s t  has  presumably 

been d r a s t i c a l l y  reduced by now. 

Cos ts  t o  pub l i c - sec to r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  t h e  P h i l i p p i n e s  f o r  

p roces s ing  small-business  l oans  have been r epor t ed  a s  2.4% t o  3% 

of loan  value--as compared t o  0.4% and 0.5% f o r  prime and nea r  prime 

companies r e s p e c t i v e l y  (Anderson & Khambata 1981:34)--and a s  3% f o r  

sma l l  bus ines s  l oans ,  i n  ano the r  P h i l i p p i n e s  s tudy ,  and 0.5% f o r  

l a r g e r  l o a n s  (Chuta & Liedholm 1979:70). How do t h e  c o s t s  of t h e  

PVO p r o j e c t s  compare? The few examples given above a r e  no t  very 



encouraging, which i n d i c a t e s  t h e  importance of o b t a i n i n g  d a t a  on 

t h e  m a t t e r .  Because c r e d i t  is an a c t i v i t y  where c o s t s  pe r  b e n e f i c i a r y  

and p e r  u n i t  suppl ied  a r e  among t h e  e a s i e s t  t o  c a l c u l a t e  and compare 

t o  l a r g e r  publ ic -sec tor  ope ra t ions ,  e v a l u a t o r s  should r o u t i n e l y  c o l l e c t  

such informat ion  and t r y  t o  make comparative u s e  of i t .  

A f i n a l  comment on t h e  exper ience  w i t h  small-business  c r e d i t .  

From read ing  t h e  eva lua t ions  and t a l k i n g  wi th  A I D  s t a f f ,  I have t h e  

impression t h a t  t h i s  is a ca tegory  of PVO p r o j e c t s  t h a t  i s  considered 

s u c c e s s f u l .  I f  t h i s  is t h e  case ,  then i t  must b e  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  something 

about  t h i s  type  of project--as  d i s t 4 n c t  from t h e  PVO involved-- tha t  

makes it more amenable t o  success .  Evalua t ion  should a t tempt  t o  

exp la in  why t h i s  type of p r o j e c t  does p r e d i c t a b l y  b e t t e r  than  o t h e r s .  



V I  - Evalua t ion :  Add i t i ona l  Ques t ions  and Sugges t ions  

The e v a l u a t i o n  q u e s t i o n s  posed i n  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h i s  

paper  are s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d .  They are t h e  k ind  of q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  development 

s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  have been looking  i n t o  f o r  some t i m e ,  much of t h i s  

r e sea rch  having been sponsored by l a r g e  donor o rgan iza t ions .  Why, 

then ,  t h e  apprehension of PVOs about  t h e  a b i l i t y  of "outs ide" a n a l y s t s  

t o  comprehend what they  are a c t u a l l y  doing? Some of t h e  q u e s t i o n s  

ssked above, moreover, a r e  h igh ly  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  PVO th ink ing  about  

how p r o j e c t s  should t a k e  p l ace :  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  on p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 

innovat ion  r e q u i r e  an  e x p l o r a t i o n  i n t o  p roces se s  and sequences of 

a c t i o n ;  they  r e q u i r e  l a r g e  amounts of t ime  spen t  l i s t e n i n g  t o  peop le  

t e l l i n g  s t o r i e s  about  why something happened t h e  way i t  d i d ,  r a t h e r  

than  i n  g a t h e r i n g  and po r ing  over  d a t a .  Indeed,  many PVO eva lua t ions- -  

wi th  t h e i r  emphasis on q u a n t i f y i n g  i n p u t s  r a t h e r  than  on a sk ing  t h e  

p roces s  q u e s t i o n s  and us ing  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  s t y l e  suggested above-- 

seem t o  r e f l e c t  more t h e  s t y l e  of l a r g e  donors  than  t h e  PVO b e l i e f  

i n  p roces s  and people .  T h i s  emphasis on t h e  number of people  t r a i n e d ,  

t h e  number of meet ings ,  t h e  amounts of equipment supp l i ed ,  e t c . ,  

is j u s t  a s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  performed o r  c o n t r a c t e d  

o u t  by t h e  PVOs themselves as i t  i s  of t h e  more "outs ide" e v a l u a t i o n s  

con t r ac t ed  o u t  by A I D  count ry  mi s s ions ,  by t h e  PVO o f f i c e  of A I D  

(PVC), o r  done by A I D  s t a f f  members themselves .  P a r t  of t h i s  s i m i l a r i t y ,  

PVOs say,  r e s u l t s  from A I D  p r e s s u r e s  on them t o  exp re s s  t h e i r  work 

i n  q u a n t i f i a b l e  terms. 



Ques t ions  r ega rd ing  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  

and b e n e f i c i a r i e s  a r e  a l s o  n o t  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  PVO s t y l e .  The 

sma l l  s c a l e  of  many PVO p r o j e c t s ,  working f r e q u e n t l y  i n  only a  hand fu l  

of cormnunities, makes t h e s e  q u e s t i o n s  more e a s i l y  and i n fo rma l ly  

a s c e r t a i n a b l e  t han  i n  t h e  l a r g e  p r o j e c t s  of  governments and donors .  

The ar t  of r a p i d l y  a s s e s s i n g  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  p a t t e r n s  i n  a community 

h a s  now developed t o  t h e  p o i n t  where s t a t e m e n t s  can be  made abou t  

how p r o j e c t  b e n e f i t s  a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  w i thou t  do ing  formal  survey  

work (e .g . ,  Cas t ro  e t  a 1  1981).  Th i s  t x h n i q u e - - r e l y i n g  on e a s i l y  

observable  proxy i n d i c a t o r s  of income such a s  a t t r i b u t e s  of  t h e  dwe l l i ng ,  

numbers and k i n d s  of l i v e s t o c k ,  etc.--can b e  supplemented by t h e  

e v a l u a t o r  w i t h  t h e  growing body of e m p i r i c a l  work on what income 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s  look  l i k e  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  c o u n t r i e s  and r eg ions ,  and 

what t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  p o o r e s t  a r e .  When such e m p i r i c a l  

s t u d i e s  e x i s t ,  t hey  are e s s e n t i a l  r e ad ing  f o r  t h e  e v a l u a t o r ,  enhancing 

h e r  a b i l i t y  t o  r a p i d l y  d i s c e r n  where t h e  p r o j e c t  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  and 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  s t a n d  i n  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n .  

F i n a l l y ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  PVOs and e v a l u a t i o n ,  one wonders 

why PVOs D r  t h e i r  s u p p o r t e r s  have no t  c a r r i e d  ou t  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  

t a s k  of c h r o n i c l i n g  t h e i r  innovations--even i f  on ly  f o r  p u b l i c  r e l a t i o n s  

purposes .  No such c h r o n i c l i n g ,  as Sommer (1977) n o t e s ,  ha s  been done. 

I make t h i s  query ,  and t h e  o t h e r s  above, n o t  s o  a s  t o  dwel l  on what 

PPOs and t h e i r  e v a l u a t o r s  have no t  done, bu t  s o  a s  t o  h e l p  e x p l a i n  



why I th ink t h a t  c e r t a i n  types of ques t ions  should be asked during 

evaluat ion  of  PVO p r o j e c t s ,  and why evaluat ion  e x e r c i s e s  should be 

s t r u c t u r e d  i n  c e r t a i n  ways. 

The most obvious reasons t h a t  t h e  PVO se l f -desc r ip t ion  hes  

n o t  l ed  t o  t h e  k inds  of ques t ions  and eva lua t ions  indica ted  above 

is t h a t  these  PVO themes have been more important a s  a r t i c l e s  of 

f a i t h  than a s  s tandards  of self-measurement. That p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

l e a d s  t o  improvements i n  poor people ' s  l i v e s  i s  an a r t i c l e  of f a i t h  

f o r  PVOs, no t  a  hypothes is  t h a t  one i s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t e s t i n g .  Most 

organiza t ions  have such a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h :  organized r e l i g i o n  does 

n o t  test f o r  t h e  ex i s t ence  of a  god, and l a r g e  donor organiza t ions  

were n o t  i n t e r e s t e d ,  f o r  many years ,  i n  t e s t i n g  t h e  canon t h a t  growth 

i n  n a t i o n a l  output would automatical ly b e n e f i t  a l l .  

Another answer t o  t h e  quer i e s  posed above is t h a t  t h e  a r t i c l e s  

of f a i t h  i n  themselves put  PVOs a t  a  disadvantage i n  thinking about 

how t o  evaluate  t h e i r  own p r o j e c t s .  The PVO a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h ,  a s  

noted above, can be seen a s  a  desc r ip t ion  of what these  organiza t ions  

a r e  - not :  t h e i r  s t r e n g t h  l i e s  i n  t h e i r  being f r e e  of t h e  bad q u a l i t i e s  

and values  shared by l a r g e  donors and o the r  publ ic-sec tor  bureaucracies.  

Though t h i s  c l e a r  demarcation of "we" and "they" i s  a  good way f o r  

an organiza t ion  t o  acqu i re  and maintain a  sense  of self--and though 

t h e  c o n t r a s t  may i n  many ways be accurate-- i t  a l s o  seems t o  keep 

PVO eva iua to r s  confined t o  t h e  PVO world. Most PVO evaluat ions  do 



not  express awareness of what has  been learned through t h e  development 

and research  e f f o r t s  of t h e  public-sector  world about the  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

t h e  coun t r i e s ,  and t h e  kinds of poverty they a r e  looking a t .  It 

is no t  t h a t  PVOs e x p l i c i t l y  r e j e c t  t h e  f ind ings  from t h a t  o t h e r  world-- 

i n  the  way t h a t  neo-Marxist s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  may sometimes r e j e c t  

t h e  f ind ings  of 'lbourgeoisl' s o c i a l  sc ience;  i t  is, r a t h e r ,  t h a t  these  

f ind ings  a r e  simply n o t  known. 

One does no t  need t o  be aware of t h e  f indings  of publ ic  s e c t o r  

research  and evaluat ions ,  of course,  i f  one is  doing something completely 

d i f f e r e n t  from what the  "other worldt' is doing and researching-- 

which i s  exac t ly  what t h e  PVO a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h  claim: they a r e  engaged 

i n  process  and not  t a s k ,  i n  t ak ing  con t ro l  and no t  i n  outputs ,  i n  

r e l a t i n g  t o  people and no t  t o  l a r g e  organiza t ions .  Yet when the  

a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h  a r e  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  t h e  researchable  ques t ions  

posed above, i t  tu rns  out  t h a t  PVOs o f t e n  - do have t h e  same concerns 

and a r e  involved i n  t h e  same k inds  of a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  "other 

world1' is. 

Because of the  unfami l i a r i ty  of PVO eva lua to r s  with the  lessons  

arid research  r e s u l t s  of t h e  "other world," they a r e  o f t e n  no t  a b l e  

t o  d i sce rn  whether p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  innovat ive  i n  comparison 

t o  what t h e  o t h e r  world has t r i e d  t o  do. They a r e  not  ab le  t o  determine 

where t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and b e n e f i c i a r i e s  f a l l  i n  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  

because the  ques t ion ,  and the  techniques t o  answer i t ,  come out of t h e  



o t h e r  world. And they a r e  unable t o  comment on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between t h e  context  of t h e  project--economic, polit!.cal, agronomic, 

social--and i ts  success .  I r o n i c a l l y ,  t h e  se l f -poc la imed  o therness  

of PVOs makes i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  them t o  saders tand where t h e i r  successes  

r e a l l y  l i e .  ~ u s t  a s  i r o n i c ,  t h e  o u t s i d e  eva lua to r s  s o  f ea red  by 

PVOs may i n  some cases  be b e t t e r  a b l e  t o  understand and d e s c r i b e  

those  successes ,  p r e c i s e l y  because they a r e  no t  cons t ra ined  by t h e  

a r t i c l e s  of f a i t h  and t h e  way t h a t  they p u t  t h e  experience of t h e  

non-PVO world o u t  of reach. 

The i n s u l a r i t y  of t h e  PVO eva lua t ions  is r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  

lists of persons interviewed t h a t  i s  appended t o  each eva lua t ion ,  

and the w r i t t e n  macerial  c i t e d .  A l a r g e  propor t ion  of those  interviewed 

represent  va r ious  l e v e l s  of t h e  PVO i t se l f - -headquar ters ,  c a p i t a l  

c i t y ,  in-country o r  r eg iona l  o f f i c e ,  and f i e l d  personnel.  P r o j e c t  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  usua l ly  t h e  only o t h e r  category of in terv iewees ,  

with p r o j e c t  and community l e a d e r s  dominating. There i s  l i t t l e  

in terv iewing of non-leader b e n e f i c i a r i e s ,  of community members who 

do not  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  o r  b e n e f i t  from it, of o t h e r  community 

organiza t ions ,  of those  working f o r  government agencies i n  t h e  same 

s e c t o r  o r  a r e a ,  o r  of host-country r e sea rche r s  wi th  exper ience  i n  

t h e  a r e a .  

The same PVO-centerzd approach c h a r a c t e r i z e s  most l i t e r a t u r e  

t h a t  t h e  eva lua t ions  c i t e ,  and t h e  gene ra l  knowledge demonstratec 



by t h e  e v a l u a t o r - - v i ~ n  t h e  except ion  of a  handfu l  of ca ses .  L i t e r a t u r e  

and knowledge is by and about PVO organ iza t ions ,  n o t  about  t h e  world 

and t h e  problems i n  which t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  t a k i n g  p l ace ,  o r  about t h e  

gene ra l  c l a s s  of problems be ing  d e a l t  w i th  and t h e  exper ience  i n  

d e a l i n g  wi th  them. Given t h e  k inds  of persons  n o t  in te rv iewed,  and 

t h e  k inds  of l i t e r a t u r e  n o t  c i t e d ,  it is  unders tandable  t h a t  PVO 

e v a l u a t i o n s  do n o t  g i v e  much of a  f e e l i n g  f o r  t h e  a r e a s  i n  which 

PVOs a r e  i nnova t ive ,  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  decisionmaking p roces ses  

they promote a r e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e i r  p r o j e c t s  

r each  t h e  poor. I n  s h o r t ,  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  h e l p  l i t t l e  t o  answer 

t h e  r e sea rchab le  q u e s t i o n s  posed a t  t h e  beginning of t h e  paper.  

The f e a r  and t h e  p o l i t i c s  of e v a l u a t i o n  

PVO e v a l u a t i o n s  a r e  n o t  unique i n  t h e i r  de f i c i enc i e s - - i . e . ,  

t h e  over-exposure t o  t h e  implementjng o r g a n i z a t i o n  and t h e  l a c k  of 

con tac t  w i th  t h e  poor who a r e  meant t o  b e n e f i t  from t h e  a c t i v i t y .  

The e v a l u a t i o n s  of l a r g e  donors a r e  o f t e n  marked by t h e  same inadequacy. 

Yet t h i s  inadequacy comes a s  l e s s  of n s u r p r i s e  from t h e  l a r p e  donors  

than  from t h e  PVOs; t h e  inadequacy, a f t e r  a l l ,  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  

t h e  PVO s t e r e o t y p e  of t h e  l a r g e  donor a s  e t h n o c e n t r i c ,  i n s e n s i t i v e  

t o  l o c a l  customs and va lues ,  uncar ing  about poor people a s  opposed 

t o  bu reauc rac i e s ,  and overconcerned wi th  q u a n t i f i a b l e  i n p u t s  and 

outputs .  



Though in t e rv i ewing  of t h e  excluded p a r t i e s  noted above might 

be more c o n s i s t e n t  wit.h t h e  PVO self- image of s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  l o c a l  

environments and l o c a l  wishes ,  i t  a l s o  f r i g h t e n s  t h e  PVOs. They 

f e a r  t h a t  t h e  o u t s i d e  eva l j l a to r s ,  w i th  t h e i r  l a c k  of b e l i e f  i n  t h e  

PVO approach,  may t a l k  t o  d i s con ten t ed  persons  w i t h  d i s t o r t e d  p i c t u r e s  

of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  and then  t a k e  t h e i r  words as t h e  t r u t h .  They a l s o  

s e e  e v a l u a t i o n  a s  an ins t rument  f o r  b r ing ing  on o u t s i d e  c o n t r o l ,  

and b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e i r  f i e l d  people  know p e r f e c t l y  w e l l  what i s  working 

and what is not. Some PVOs a l s o  oppose e v a l u a t i o n  o r  e v a l u a t i o n  

systems because they t h i n k  they  r e p r e s e n t  a d i v e r s i o n  of r e sou rces  

from "human needs" t o  high-cost  e v a l u a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  

PVOs f e a r ,  f i n a l l y ,  t h e  adverse  impact t h a t  e v a l u a t i o n  systems 

may have on t h e i r  own o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  One e v a l u a t o r  noted t h a t  a  

new i n t e r n a l  moni tor ing  system, c r e a t e d  by t h e  PVO i n  response  t o  

A I D  p r e s s u r e ,  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  f a l s e  i n c e n t i v e  f o r  e x t e n s i o n  workers 

t o  show "p leas ing  numbers" r a t h e r  than  good a n a l y s i s  of t h e  q u a l i t y  

of work. The i n c e n t i v e  t o  produce numbers, i n  t u r n ,  "bred r i v a l r y  

and compet i t ion  among f i e l d  s t a f f "  and d iscouraged  them from working 

toge the r ,  Th i s  r e s u l t ,  by t h e  way, is n o t  a t y p i c a l ;  t h e  

l i t e r a t u r e  on o r g a n i z a t i o n s  h a s  recognized f o r  some t ime t h a t  moni tor ing  

and e v a l u a t i o n  systems must t r e a d  a  f i n e  l i n e  between t h i s  "perverse"  

r e s u l t  and t h e  ou tput  of u s e f u l  e v a l u a t i o n  in format ion .  



The fear of "objective" evaluation by outsiders is not unique 

to PVOs, and not just a result of their particular way of thinking 

about themselves. Government agencies and donors also resist evaluation, 

or the dissemination of evaluation results. This is because evaluations 

are highly political events. No matter how fair or accurate an evaluation 

is, no matter how much the criticism is couched in terms of general 

approval, evaluation:, can be used by an agency's political opponents 

to make moves against it. This political danger of evaluations may 

be greater when projects in one country are evaluated by researchers 

or organizations from another country, who arc less sensitive or 

vulnerable to the potential political repercussions of an honest 

evaluation. From the political point of view, in other words, a 

highly objective and fair evaluation can be the most dangerous kind 

for an organization. This politically problematic aspect of evaluation 

operates for PVOs as well as for other organizations, since they 

see evaluations as affecting their chances i ~ r  future funding and 

their continued reception by host-country governments. 

Given the pol2tical dimension of evaluation, it is no surprise 

that organizations are loathe to institutionalize their own monitoring 

and evaluation systems, with their outputs of written results readable 

by others. It is also understandable that when organizations do 

sponsor their own evaluations, they often tend to serve public-relations 

rather than information-gathering purposes. One might expect to 



f i n d ,  moreover, t h a t  some o rgan iza t ions  would have wel l - func t ioning  

systems of in formal  s e l f - eva lua t ion ,  wi thout  e v e r  having t h a t  c a p a c i t y  

r e f l e c t e d  on paper.  

An i n t e r e s t i n g  example of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  dimension of e v a l u a t i o n  

i s  t o  be  found i n  t h e  r e a c t i o n  of PVOs and t h e i r  suppor t e r s  t o  t h e  

comparative e v a l u a t i o n  by DAI of some PVO programs i n  Kenya and Nigex. 

One of t h e  major f i n d i n g s  of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  had important i m p l i c a t i o n s  

f o r  t h e  ways PVOs worked: t h e  PVOs d i d  b e s t ,  i t  was found, i n  p r o j e c t s  

where they made only marginal  i n p u t s  t o  an a c t i v i t y  o r  a  group t h a t  

was a l r eady  underway. Those PVOs t h a t  t r i e d  t o  do more--to s t a r t  

from s c r a t c h ,  t o  supply many i n p u t s  and processes--did less w e l l .  1 

Since  many PVOs do much more than  provide  t h e  las t  p i e c e  of an a c t i v i t y ,  

one could expect  t h i s  f i n d i n g  t o  have been d i s l i k e d  by PVOs and t h e i r  

suppor t e r s .  Though PVOs were unhappy wi th  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n ,  however, t h e i r  

d i s c o n t e n t  focused on something completely d i f f e r e n t :  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

t h e  s tudy had ranked v a r i o u s  PVOs by name, i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  some were 

b e t t e r  than  o t h e r s .  Even those  PVOs t h a t  d id  w e l l  i n  t h e  ranking  

were unhappy about  i t ,  o b j e c t i n g  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of comparing t h e  

performance of one member of t h e  PVO community t o  another .  

'1t is i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  t h i s  f i n d i n g  is c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h a t  of t h e  
Kramer (1981) s tudy  of PVOs working i n  very  d i f f e r e n t  s e t t i n g s  than  
those  of t h e  t h i r d  world.  The s u c c e s s f u l  programs, i n  t h e  Kramer 
s tudy ,  were u s u a l l y  "small-scale ,  non-cont rovers ia l ,  and inc remen ta l ,  
i f  no t  margina l ,  ex t ens ions  o r  improvements ..." (p. 178) .  A s tudy  of 
11 United Nat iona l  t e c h n i c a l - a s s i s t a n c e  p r o j e c t s  came t o  a s i m i l a r  
conclusion:  s u c c e s s f u l  p r o j e c t s  u s u a l l y  "addressed a  s i t u a t i o n  where 
only one i n g r e d i e n t  i s  missing" (Kilby 1979:321). The au tho r  r epo r t ed  
t h e  same f i n d i n g  from t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on comparable t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  
ven tu re s  i n  depressed urban a r e a s  of t h e  United S t a t e s  (p. 322).  



The o b j e c t i o n  of even t h e  wel l - ra ted  PVOs t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  

of ranking  i s  n o t  on ly  a  tes t imony t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  cohes iveness  

of t h e  YVO community i n  t h e  United S t a t e s .  More impor tan t ,  i t  shows 

how t h e  ranking r ep re sen t ed  a  more immediate t h r e a t  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  

PVOs than t h e  f i n d i n g  t h a t  PVOs - i n  g e n e r a l  tended t o  be  l e s s  s u c c e s s f u l  

a t  c e r t a i n  t ypes  of a c t i v i t i e s .  Even though t h i s  l a t t e r  f i n d i n g  

could have s e r i o u s  long-term i m p l i c a t i t n s  f o r  PVOs--since many of 

them engage i n  t h e  t ype  of broad-gauged i n t e r v e n t i o n  be l i eved  by 

D A I  t o  do l e s s  well--the ranking  r ep re sen t ed  a  more conc re t e  t h r e a t  

t o  s p e c i f i c  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

I t  should be  no t ed ,  f i n a l l y ,  t h a t  less t h r e a t e n i n g  types  

of f indings--focusing on t h e  succes s  of c e r t a i n  a c t i v i t y  t ypes  and 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t y l e s  r a t h e r  than  on t h e  performance of s p e c i f i c  

PVOs--are more l i k e l y  t o  emerge from a n a l y s t s  w i th  a broad range  

of expe r i ence  w i t h  a l l  k i n d s  of development p r o j e c t s ,  and w i t h  expe r i ence  

i n  comparative a n a l y s i s .  T h i s  type  of a n a l y s i s ,  i n  s h o r t ,  may be 

b e s t  done by those  who, because they a r e  o u t s i d e  t h e  PVO world,  a r e  

somewhat i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  q u i r k s  and p e r s o n a l i t i e s  of i n d i v i d u a l  PVOs. 

A f t e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

I n  t h i s  and t h e  fol-Idwing s e c t i o n ,  I would l i k e  t o  emphasize 

two o t h e r  a r e a s  t h a t  need a t t e n t i o n  i n  PVO e v a l u a t i o n s .  Th i s  s e c t i o n  

d e a l s  w i th  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  phase of c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s  and t h e  

fo l lowing  one w i t h  income-earning p r o j e c t s .  



Most projects involving construction or supply of equipment begin 

to have difficulties once the structure or the equipment is in place. 

The problems are proverbial: tubewells that fall into disrepair, 

potable water thatis contaminated, recently completed water systems that 

fall into disrepair at the same time that new systems are being built, 

latrines that nobody uses except to impress visiting dignitaries, roads 

that are not maintained, electrified health clinics without refrigerators, 

and meeting halls without meetings. 1 

Despite our familiarity with the problematic nature of the transi- 

tion from construction to operation, most PVO evaluations do not look 

into the post-construction phase, and focus instead on the completion 

of construction as the project's final output--the community built 

the road, or put in the latrines, or sunk the well. The evaluation 

of a project in Ethiopia is a typical example: the project succeeded 

in constructing rat-proof grain storage, it is reported, but there 

is no indication as to how the storage facilities were used, by whom, 

and whether they actually turned out to be rat-proof. Similarly, 

I From the point of view of the South Korean villagers, the meeting halls 
without meetings were not considered a failure. Most of the meeting halls 
built under the project ended up being used for storage or for living quarters, 
and not for meetings. The villagers, however, looked at the physical 
existence of their meeting hall as a symbol of modernization, and 
thus with great pride, regardless of whether the hall was actually 
used for meetings. Should this be considered a failure? Or is community 
pride an achievement in itself? Here is another case where participation 
by the community or community leaders leads to results that are not 
very compatible with what development agencies, including PVOs, think 
is good for the poor. 



t h e  r e p o r t  n o t e s  t h a t  o t h e r  i t ems  s u c c e s s f u l l y  ma te r i a l i zed - - l a t r i ne  

covers ,  cupboards f o r  keeping household u t e n s i l s  o f f  t h e  ground, 

and f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  farm-tool construct ion--but  t h e r e  i s  no i n d i c a t i o n  

of whether t h e s e  i tems were used,  l e t  a l o n e  of t h e  impact of use.  

Cons t ruc t ion  p r o j e c t s  seem t o  be  among t h e  e a s i e s t  of community 

under tak ings .  The e v a l u a t o r  of t h e  South Korea program repor t ed  

t h a t  communities were always q u i t e  good a t  j o i n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  e f f o r t s ,  

bu t  n o t  a t  what should come a f t e r .  The e v a l u a t o r  of a similar 

p r o j e c t  i n  Colombia noted t h a t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  always went w e l l ,  was 

u s u a l l y  completed ahead of schedule ,  and t h a t  more s t r u c t u r e s  were 

usua l ly  b u i l t  than  planned fo r ,  Another e v a l u a t o r  of t h e  same 

p r o j e c t ,  and d similar one i n  Honduras, a l s o  noted t h e  easy  achievement 

with c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when compared t o  t h e  l e s s  

s u c c e s s f u l  income-earning p ro j ec t s .  I f  a p r o j e c t  meets i ts  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  t a r g e t s ,  then ,  t h i s  is l e s s  s u r p r i s i n g  than i f  t h e  p r o j e c t  

succeeds i n  making t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  t h e  pos t -cons t ruc t ion  phase. 

I f  communities a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  good a t  cons t ruc t ion  and n o t  a t  

what comes a f t e r ,  what e x p l a i n s  t h e  c a s e s  where t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  i s  

s u c c e s s f u l ?  A r e  t h e r e  any l e s s o n s  t o  b e  l ea rned  about t h e  comparative 

advantages and d isadvantages  t h a t  communities have a t  v a r i o u s  tasks-- 

o r  s t a g e s  of them--and what t h i s  means f o r  p r o j e c t  des ign?  Here 

i s  another  c a s e ,  by t h e  way, where t h e  PVO emphasis on process  a s  

opposed t o  t a s k  obscures  t h e  i s s u e :  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e c o n c i l e  



the emphasis on community dec4sionmaking as an end in itself with 

the finding that communities are good at some things and not at 

others. 

Some tasks may suffer less from post-construction problems than 

others. In some cases, this will be because the type of project 

itself needs less post-construction attention than others--such as 

churches or soccer fields. In other projects, community reaction 

to post-construction problems may lead to their resolution; an example 

is the school without a teacher that leads to community self-taxing 

to supply a teacher, or to successful community pressure on the 

ministry of education to supply a teacher. Why does the post-construction 

problem generate this kind of reaction and resolution in some 

schoolbuilding projects and not in others? In still other projects, 

there may be no such built-in mechanisms for getting through the 

post-construction phase; examples are contamination of new water 

sources, or lack of use of latrines. In both these examples, the 

community may not perceive the post-construction inactivity as a 

problem, This could mean that a "top-down" type of intervention 

during the post-construction phase is more indicated than in the 

previous category of projects. 

Construction, in sum, can afford more to be taken for granted 

than transitions to operation. These operating phases of projects 

cannot afford to be neglected, in turn, since operating costs account 



f o r  two t h i r d s  of  t h e  c o s t s  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  sec tors - - i . e . ,  n u t r i t i o n ,  

educa t ion ,  h e a l t h  and water (Burki 1981:69). When e v a l u a t o r s  look 

a t  p r o j e c t s  involv ing  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  then,  they need t o  keep t h e  fo l lowing  

though t s  i n  mind: (1) t h a t  community c o n s t r u c t i o n  p r o j e c t s  a r e  "easy" 

and n o t  i n  themselves a  s i g n  of  complet ion;  (2) t h a t  pos t -cons t ruc t ion  

problems a r e  t h e  r u h  r a t h e r  than  t h e  except ion ,  and they  should 

b e  known about  beforehand and watched f o r ;  and (3)  t h a t  s u c c e s s f u l  

t r a n s i t i o n s  from c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  ope ra t ion  deserve  s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n ,  

i n  o r d e r  t o  understand what brought  t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  about .  

Income-earning p r o j e c t s  

Income-earning p r o j e c t s  seem t o  be  a s  d i f f i c u l t  a s  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

p r o j e c t s  a r e  easy.  Though t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  have i n  t h e  p a s t  represented  

a  sma l l  s h a r e  of PVO p r o j e c t s ,  they a r e  now on t h e  i n c r e a s e  because 

of t h e  change i n  emphasis from r e l i e f  t o  development, A s  

noted above, t h e  eva lua t ion  of community development p r o j e c t s  i n  

Colombia and Honduras repor ted  t h a t  t h e  income-earning p r o j e c t s  d i d  

poor ly ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  succes s  of t he  community c o n s t r u c t i o n  

p r o j e c t s .  A community development expe r t  i n  Egypt, and member 

of t h e  advisory  board t o  t h e  l o c a l  o f f i c e  of a U.S. PVO working t h e r e ,  

noted t h a t  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n h e r e n t  i n  income-earning p r o j e c t s  made 

l i t e r a c y ,  preschool ,  and b i l h a r z i a  p r o j e c t s  look r e l a t i v e l y  easy. 

The e v a l u a t o r  of a  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  P h i l i p p i n e s  quest ioned 

t h e  economic importance of t h e  income-earning p ro j ec t s - - f i sh  ponds, 



small  gardens,  p i g  d i s p e r s a l ,  sewing s k i l l s .  The e v a l u a t o r  

of a  community development p r o j e c t  i n  Jamaica ques t joned  t h e  economic 

wisdom of t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  promotion of wicker  product ion ,  i n  t h a t  t h e  

Kingston c r a f t  market was a l r eady  "inundated" wi th  s t r aw  and wicker  

products .  I n  Egypt, t h e  same PVO had promoted t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  

of income-earning a c t i v i t i e s  i n  b r i c k  manufacture,  marmalade p roces s ing  

and f i s h  farms, w i t h  t h e  goa l  of i n c r e a s i n g  l o c a l  employment o p p o r t u n i t i e s .  

A t  t h e  t ime of e v a l u a t i o n ,  however, t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  were undergoing 

va r ious  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and had had l i t t l e  impact on employment. 

The income-earning a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  above examples a r e  a common 

f e a t u r e  of community development p r o j e c t s ;  s o  i s  t h e  skep t i c i sm expressed 

by t h e  e v a l u a t o r s  of t h e  las t  two examples. Why is i t ,  then ,  t h a t  t h e s e  

a c t i v i t i e s  cont inue  t o  be  s tandard  f e a t u r e s  of many r u r a l  p r o j e c t s ?  

Perhaps t h e  p e r s i s t e n c e  of t hese  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  more an expres s ion  of 

t h e  r o u t i n e  behavior  of o rgan iza t ions  than of t h e  i n h e r e n t  va lue  

of t h e  a c t i v i t i e s .  O r ,  perhaps t h e  PVO p r o j e c t s  a r e  excep t ions  t o  

t h e  r u l e .  Whatever t h e  ca se ,  i t  i s  important  t h a t  e v a l u a t o r s  go 

beyond t h e  l i s t i n g  of income-earning a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  were promoted, 

and t r y  t o  determine t h e i r  v i a b i l i t y  and impact.  What d i f f e r e n c e s  

have t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  made t o  t h e i r  owners, and t o  t h e  community? Are 

the  a c t i v i t i e s  a b l e  t o  s u s t a i n  themselves wi thout  t h e  PVO's presence? 

Where do the  p a r t i c i p a n t s  f a l l  i n  t he  income d i s t r i b u t i o n ?  



Income-earning p r o j e c t s ,  f i n a l l y ,  may be more d i f f i c u l t  than  

community works p r o j e c t s  because t h e  community, w i th  t h e  l a t t e r  p r o j e c t ,  

ha s  more con t ro l  over  i n p u t s  and ou tpu t s .  The Income-narning p r o j e c t ,  

i n  c o n t r a s t ,  may b e  too  dependent on t h i n g s  determined o u t s i d e  t h e  

community--prices, markets ,  i npu t  supply,  t r a n s p o r t .  I f  t h i s  i s  

t h e  case ,  then  income-earning p r o j e c t s  may work only when more v a r i a b l e s  

than usua l  a r e  w i t h i n  l o c a l  c o n t r u l ,  o r  when p r o j e c t  o rgan iza t ion  

i s  d i f f e r e n t  than t h a t  f o r  works p r o j e c t s .  When income-earning p r o j e c t s  

do work, then,  i t  is important  t h a t  e v a l u a t o r s  t r y  t o  g e t  a  s ense  

of t h e  circumstances t h a t  cou t r ibu ted  t o  t h e  success ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  

be a b l e  t o  answer some of t h e  ques t ions  posed above. 

Doing e v a l u a t i o n  

My comments on PVO e v a l u a t i o n s  t h u s  f a r  have focused on c e r t a i n  

i s s u e s  t h a t  I f e l t  were impor tan t ,  o r  were be ing  neg lec t ed ,  o r  were 

be ing  misunderstood. P a r t  of t h e  inadequate  t rea tment  of t h e s e  i s s u e s  

i n  PVO e v a l u a t i o n s ,  I b e l i e v e ,  r e s u l t s  from t h e  way e v a l u a t o r s  a r e  

going about  t h e i r  work, and t h e  p r i o r i t i e s  they a r e  p l a c i n g  on va r ious  

k inds  of in format ion  and informants .  I n  t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  I would l i k e  

t o  sugges t  c e r t a i n  ways of working i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  and c e r t a i n  l i n e s  

of ques t ion ing ,  t h a t  may he lp  t o  y i e l d  more informat ion  on t h e  i s s u e s  

d iscussed  i n  t h i s  paper .  



Success  and fa;.lure. The e v a l u a t o r  should t r e a t  any succes se s  she  

runs  a c r o s s  w i th  a  s ense  of awe. She should n o t  be con ten t  t o  say 

t h a t  something worked, b u t  should a l s o  a t t empt  t o  e x p l a i n  why i t  

worked, even i f  t h e  a t tempt  i s  s p e c u l a t i o n .  

Most s u c c e s s f u l  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  be only p a r t l y  so .  The most impor tan t  

p a r t  of t h e  p r o j e c t  may be a  resounding succes s ,  b u t  t h e r e  may a l s o  

be  a f a i l u r e  t h a t  i s  j u s t  as resounding.  It is ve ry  impor tan t  t o  

g i v e  a  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  p i c t u r e  of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  r a t h e r  than  an "on 

t h e  average" p i c t u r e  of succes s  o r  f a i l u r e .  A c o n t r a s t i n g  of t h e  

p a r t s  t h a t  a r e  working w e l l  t o  t hose  t h a t  a r e  n o t  w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  

t o  an  unders tanding  of what made t h e  succes s  i n  one a r e a ,  and prevented 

i t s  r e a l i z a t i o n  i n  ano the r .  Of ten ,  t h e  s t r e n g t h s  t h a t  g i v e  r i s e  

t o  succes s  i n  one a r e a  t u r n  i n t o  impediments i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  s o  t h e  

f a i l u r e  is a  very  l o g i c a l  outcome of t h e  success--or v i c e  ve r sa .  

The p i c t u r e  of success  and f a i l u r e  should a l s o  b e  p re sen t ed  through 

t ime,  as w e l l  a s  i n  time. The e v a l u a t o r  should a s k  many q u e s t i o n s  

about  t h e  h i s t o r y  of t h e  pro jec t - - the  f a l s e  starts,  t h e  changes of 

cou r se ,  t h e  u n a n t i c i p a t e d  even t s .  H e  should a s k  PVO s t a f f  and community 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  what they do d i f f e r e n t l y  than  they d i d  b e f o r e ,  and why. 

In t e rv i ewing  f o r  h i s t o r y  i n  t h i s  way w i l l  r e v e a l  t o  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  

what l e s s o n s  were l ea rned  a long  t h e  way, which a r e  u s u a l l y  bu r i ed  

i n  t h e  a l t e r e d  p r o j e c t .  Much of what t h e  e v a l u a t o r  w i l l  l e a r n  about  

what works and what does n o t  w d l  comes from t h i s  r e t r o s p e c t i v e ,  

i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  h i s  p e r s p e c t i v e  on how t h i n g s  a r e  working c u r r e n t l y .  



Evalua tors  should be  on t h e  a l e r t  f o r  u n a n t i c i p a t e d  success .  

Success  i n  ways t h a t  had no t  been planned may be  obscured by t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  f a i l e d  i n  i t s  s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e s .  An indigenous 

PVO i n  I n d i a ,  f o r  example, organized a  s o c i a l  educa t ion  cour se  f o r  

d e s t i t u t e  women (Coombs 1981:27). The primary emphasis of  t h e  course  

was on l i t e r a c y ,  bu t  some c r a f t  t r a i n i n g  was a l s o  inc luded .  The 

l i t e r a c y  p a r t  f a i l e d  f o r  t h e  "usual  reasons,"  b u t  t h e  c r a f t  t r a i n i n g  

turned ou t  t o  be very  popular .  It l e d  t h e  PVO t o  move one s t e p  f u r t h e r ,  

moreover, and t o  provide  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  ga in ing  a c c e s s  t o  raw m a t e r i a l s ,  

c r e d i t  and markets .  Much of what t h e r e  i s  t o  l e a r n  about  how p r o j e c t s  

work w i l l  b e  revea led  through a  s ea rch  f o r  t h e s e  u n a n t i c i p a t e d  events .  

Evalua tors  should be  aware of r e c u r r e n t  problems i n  c e r t a i n  areas-- 

e .g . ,  f a u l t y  maintenance, l a c k  of coo rd ina t ion  between coopera t ing  

e n t i t i e s ,  l a c k  of funds f o r  o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  a f t e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  s choo l s  

wi thout  t e a c h e r s ,  h e a l t h  c l i n i c s  wi thout  equipment. S i m i l a r l y ,  c e r t a i n  

t ypes  o f  successes  a r e  a l s o  more f r equen t  than  others--e.g. ,  community 

coopera t ion  i n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of f a c i l i t i e s  l i k e  meet ing h a l l s ,  

h e a l t h  c l i n i c s ,  f e e d e r  roads .  The e v a l u a t o r  should a t t empt  t o  exp la in  

what i s  happening i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  a g a i n s t  t h i s  gene ra l  background 

of what is p r e d i c t a b l e  and what is a s u r p r i s e .  I f  t h e r e  is a l a c k  

of c o o r d i n a t i o n  between government agenc ie s ,  t hen  l i t t l e  t i m e  should 

be s p e ~ t  on d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  problem because i t  is s o  f a m i l i a r  and 

t h e r e  a r e  good reasons  f o r  i t .  I f  coo rd ina t ion  is achieved ,  then - 



a l o t  of time should be spent  expla in ing  how t h a t  happened, s i n c e  

i t  i s  so  unusual.  S imi la r ly ,  i f  a  road does no t  g e t  maintained, 

not  much t i m e  should be  spent  deplor ing  it. Ins t ead ,  a t t e n t i o n  should 

be  paid t o  t h e  community r e a c t i o n  t o  t h e  l a c k  of maintenance, and 

what d i r e c t i o n  i t  is  moving i n .  Again, i f  a  case  of maintenance 

i s  found, cons iderable  a t t e n t i o n  should be  devoted t o  exp la in ing  - 
why it happened. 

I n  t r y i n g  t o  expla in  success  and f a i l u r e ,  eva lua to r s  should not  

s t o p  a t  explanat ions  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  program l e a d e r .  

When success  is  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  q u a l i t y  of l eade r sh ip ,  t h i s  tends  

t o  obscure t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some p r o j e c t s  do w e l l  even wi th  mediocre 

l eade r sh ip ,  o r  t h a t  c e r t a i n  types  of p r o j e c t s  a r e  more a p t  t o  a t t r a c t  

good l e a d e r s  than o the r s .  Though t h e  eva lua to r  should be  a t t e n t i v e  

t o  l eade r sh ip ,  then,  he should a l s o  keep i n  mind t h e  importance of 

s e t t i n g  t h i s  l eade r sh ip  i n  i t s  more gene ra l  context .  Th i s  approach 

w i l l  y i e l d  r e s u l t s  t h a t  a r e  more u s e f u l  f o r  making comparative 

s ta tements  about p r o j e c t s .  

Success is  sclmetimes f a c i l i t a t e d  by a c e r t a i n  sequence by which 

events  o r  a c t i v i t e s  took p lace ,  r a t h e r  than by a c e r t a i n  c o n s t e l l a t i o n  

of f a c t o r s  a t  any one moment i n  t i m e .  Successful  community o rgan iza t ions ,  

f o r  example, o f t e n  start o u t  t h e i r  group e x i s t e n c e  by organiz ing  

around a d i s c r e t e ,  immediate and temporary task-- l ike cons t ruc t ion  

of a road, o r  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  e v i c t i o n .  Evaluators  should b e  a le r t  

f o r  such sequences. 



The world of t h e  p r o j e c t .  Eva lua to r s  should cons ide r  t h e  u n i t  of 

obse rva t ion  t o  be  t h e  community o r  a r e a  where t h c  p r o j e c t  t akes  p l a c e ,  

and no t  t h e  PVO. T h i s  means t h a t  i n t e rv i ews  w i t h  PVO headqua r t e r s  

and s t a f f  w i l l  have t o  be counterbalanced w i t h  i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  t hose  

o u t s i d e  t h e  PVO world--community l e a d e r s ,  o t h e r  p r o j e c t  b e n e f i c i a r i e s ,  

t h o s e  who do n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  and o t h e r s  l i k e  banks, government agenc i e s ,  

u n i v e r s i t i e s  and t h e  r e s e a r c h e r s  who work i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a  

o r  on t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of problems. These non-PVO i n t e r a c t i o n s  

are c r u c i a l  t o  an unders tanding  of how t h e  p r o j e c t  f i t s  i n  i ts  environment.  

Gaining a  sensn  of who t h e  non -bene f i c i a r i e s  are w i l l  be  p a r t  of 

t h i s  unders tanding  of t h e  impact of t h e  p r o j e c t  and t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of i t s  b e n e f i t s .  Con tac t s  wi th  o t h e r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  important  

f o r  l e a r n i n g  how well t h e  p r o j e c t  is doing compared t o  o t h e r  e f f o r t s  

of t h i s  n a t u r e ,  and where t h e  p r o j e c t  s t r a t e g y  f i t s  i n  t h e  e v o l u t i o n  

of a t t e m p t s  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h i s  problem, bo th  g e n e r a l l y  and i n  t h i s  

p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a .  I n  o r d e r  t o  f o r c e  t h e  c o n t e x t  of t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  

o u t  of t h e  PVO world and i n t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  world,  it may b e  neces sa ry  

t o  h i r e  e v a l u a t o r s  o r  c o n s u l t a n t s  t o  e v a l u a t o r s  whose l i n k s  t o  t h e  

con tex t  a r e  s t r o n g e r  than  t h e i r  l i n k s  t o  t h e  PVO--anthropologists 

who have exper ience  i n  t h e  a r e a ,  l o c a l  pe r sons  who have l i v e d  t h e r e .  

It is important  f o r  e v a l u a t o r s  t o  no t  only record  what t h e  p r o j e c t  

has  done, b u t  a l s o  t o  go and look  a t  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s .  I f  t h e  p r o j e c t  

has  promoted k i t c h e n  gardens ,  f o r  example, t hen  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  should  



spend time looking a t  them wi th  t h e  women who c o n t r o l  them--listening 

t o  an exp lana t ion  of t h e  v a r i o u s  p l a n t s ,  t r y i n g  t o  f i n d  out  what 

i m ~ a c t  t h e  garden has  made on fami ly  income and n u t r i t i o n .  I f  t h e  

p r o j e c t  h a s  b u i l t  a  h e a l t h  c l i n i c ,  then t h e  e v a l u a t o r  should hang 

around t h e r e  f o r  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  amount of t ime,  watching t o  s e e  how 

people  are a t t ended ,  what problems a r i s e  and how they a r e  reso lved .  

I f  t h e  p r o j e c t  h a s  b u i l t  ra t -proof  s t o r a g e ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  should 

b e  s e e i n g  i t  wi th  t h e  persons  who have t h e  s t o r a g e .  Whatever t h e  

a c t i v i t y ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  cannot r e l y  on w r i t t e n  o r  s t a f f  r e p o r t s  t o  

v e r i f y  t h a t  c e r t a i n  t h i n g s  have happened and have had c e r t a i n  impacts.  

Much can b e  learned  about  t h e  way a p r o j e c t  t~ is  worked simply by 

a sk ing  q u e s t i o n s  a t  t h e  s i te  of  he s t r u c t u r e  o r  a c t i v i t y  f o r  which 

t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  r e spons ib l e .  

Eva lua to r s  should n o t  r e l y  completely on t h e  p r o j e c t  i npu t  and 

ou tpu t  d a t a  a s  a  proxy f o r  what t h e  p r o j e c t  h a s  accomplished. Data 

on t r a i n i n g  c l a s s e s  given,  number of persons  a t t e n d i n g ,  equipment 

i n  p l a c e ,  e t c . ,  cannot  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  an assessment o f  whether t h e  

c l a s s e s  have made a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  l i v e s  of people i n  t h e  community, 

and of what impact t h e  equipment is having. Though such c a u s a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

may be  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g e t  a t  wi thout  doing formal survey work, much 

can b e  l ~ a r n e d  by t r a c k i n g  down a handful  of people  who have p a r t i c i p a t e d  

i n  t h e  cou r ses  and spending time wi th  them--as w e l l  as w i t h  a  handfu l  

of t h o s e  who have n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e d .  P r e c i s e l y  because it  is n o t  



easy t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  impact of t r a i n i n g ,  these  p a r t i c u l a r  f e a t u r e s  

of development p r o j e c t s  seem t o  g e t  away with a  l o t  l e s s  s c r u t i n y  

than o t h e r  pro jec ts - - l ike  b r idges ,  f o r  example, which w i l l  f a l l  down 

i f  they a r e  no t  b u i l t  r i g h t .  Cer t a in  types  of t r a i n i n g  courses ,  

t h e r e t o r e ,  have become s tandard  f e a t u r e s  of c e r t a i n  k inds  of p r o j e c t s ,  

and i n  many cases  may be  u s e l e s s  o r  even inappropr i a t e .  Evaluators  

should be a t t e n t i v e  t o  t h i s  problem and should, i f  p o s s i b l e ,  s i t  

i n  on some of t h e  courses.  

For many p r o j e c t s ,  i t  is q u i t e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  impact. Health 

and educat ion a r e  examples. Y e t  i n  t h e  c a s e  of some, l i k e  h e a l t h ,  

i t  i n  gene ra l ly  accepted t h a t  a  p r o j e c t  t h a t  provides  a  s e r v i c e  w e l l  

is, by d e f i n i t i o n ,  a  good th ing .  Evaluators  can r e l y  on t h e  l a r g e  

amount of f i e l d  r e sea rch  i n  t h i s  a r e a  t o  ga in  an idea  of what is 

c u r r e n t l y  considered t h e  b e s t  way t o  proceed a t  supplying t h e  se rv ice .  

The problems of supplying h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  poor s e n s i t i v e l y ,  

e f f e c t i v e l y  and economically a r e  s o  g r e a t  t h a t  when a p r o j e c t  accomplishes 

t h i s ,  one does not  have t o  worry too  much about e s t a b l i s h i n g  a s o p h i s t i c a t e d  

proof of  c a u s a l  impact--as long a s  one knows, from the  l i t e r a t u r e  

and o t h e r  experiences i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  what k inds  of a c t i o n s  tend t o  

have t h e  r i g h t  impacts. Thus i n  an a r e a  l i k e  h e a l t h ,  where t h e r e  

is  a s t r o n g  consensus t h a t  t h e  poor w i l l  b e n e f i t  more from t h i s  kind 

of p r o j e c t  than from many o t h e r s  ( a s i d e  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they themselves 

g ive  i t  high p r i o r i t y ) ,  t h e  eva lua to r  can concent ra te  on a s sess ing  



t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which p r o j e c t  s e r v i c e s  reach  t h e  t a r g e t  popula t ion .  

Impres s ion i s t i c  d a t a  on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  new h e a l t h  s e r v i c e  

and t h e  inc idence  of d i s e a s e  w i l l  always b e  h e l p f u l ,  bu t  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  

need not  f e e l  t h a t  "nothing can be  done" because of t h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  

of q u a n t i t a t i v e l y  a s s e s s i n g  impact.  (Potab le  water  is a  s i m i l a r  

c a s e  where t h e  e v a l u a t o r  w i l l  u s u a l l y  n o t  be  a b l e  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  impact 

of a  p a r t i c u l a r  water  p r o j e c t  on t h e  inc idence  of d i s e a s e ;  bu t  she  

can make an important  c o n t r i b u t i o n  by f i n d i n g  ou t  about t h e  percent  

of t h e  popula t ion  covered,  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  water  and, t h a t  g r e a t e s t  

of problems, t h e  maintenance of t h e  water s i te  and i t s  equipment. 

Adequate coverage of t hese  a r e a s  w i l l  o f t e n  g i v e  t h e  information neces sa ry  

t o  s p e c u l a t e  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  about impact.)  

F i n a l l y ,  i t  is  very important f o r  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  t o  t a l k  t o  ex- 

c l i e n t s  of a  p r o j e c t .  The e x - c l i e n t s  w i l l  f e e l  more a t  l i b e r t y  t o  

t a l k  openly about t h e  p r o j e c t  and i t s  r o l e  i n  t h e i r  l i v e s ;  t h e  g r e a t e r  

l a p s e  of t ime s i n c e  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  moreover, 

w i l l  make i t  p o s s i b l e  t o  g a i n  a  longer-term p e r s p e c t i v e  on t h e  n a t u r e  

and t h e  permanence of t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  impact.  J u s t  a s  e x - c l i e n t s  are 

important  t o  i n t e rv i ew,  s o  a r e  ex-PVO members and ex-community managers 

of p r o j e c t s .  



Conclusion 

The q u e s t i o n s  f o r  eva lua t ion  r a i s e d  throughout t h i s  paper f a l l  

i n t o  one of t h r e e  c a t e g o r i e s :  

(1) how is  decisionmaking be ing  made, and what groups a r e  
be ing  excluded,  i f  any; 

(2) who is b e n e f i t i n g  from p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and where do 
t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  f a l l  i n  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n ;  and 

(3) what i s  t h e  p r o j e c t  doing t h a t  works w e l l ,  and what is  n o t .  

I n  exp lo r ing  t h e s e  ques t ions ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  should be  a t t e n t i v e  

t o  t h r e e  a d d i t i o n a l  dimensions, which c u t  a c r o s s  t h e  t o p i c s  s t a t e d  above. 

B r i e f l y ,  they a r e :  

(1) t h e  n a t u r e  of t a s k s  and a c t i v i t i e s  i n  terms of t h e i r  
c o m p a t i b i l i t y  w i th  

( a )  c e r t a i n  decisionmaking p roces ses  ( p a r t i c i p a t o r y  o r  
a r b i t r a r y )  ; 

(b) c e r t a i n  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  ( e q u i t a b l e  v s  . skewed) ; 
and 

(c )  c e r t a i n  degrees  of c o n t r o l  (decen t r a l i zed ,  c e n t r a l i z e d ,  
s p e c i a l i s t  , non- spec i a l i s t  ) ; 

(2) t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of what t h e  PVO is doing t o  t h e  s t a t e  
of t h e  a r t  i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s e c t o r ,  and i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  
country,  and 

( a )  whether t h e  p r o j e c t  is innova t ive  (doing t h i n g s  
d i f f e r e n t l y  and wi th  b e t t e r  r e s u l t s  than they are u s u a l l y  
done); o r  

(b) whether i t  i s  us ing  a  s t anda rd  approach t o  extend 
s e r v i c e s  t o  a new c l i e n t  group; 

(3) t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between PVO and government, 
and how i t  e x p l a i n s  t h e  success  o r  f a i l u r e  of what t h e  
PVO is doing: whether t h e r e  i s  



(a)  a d i v i s i o n  of l abor ,  i n  which case  t h e  comparative 
advantage of each e n t i t y  should be descr ibed;  

(b) brokerage, where t h e  PVO in termedia tes  between the  
poor and the  government; 

(c)  competition o r  s u b s t i t u t i o n ,  where t h e  PVO is 
dup l i ca t ing  what t h e  government is doing o r  even 
g e t t i n g  i n  i t s  way; 

(d) r e p l i c a t i o n ,  where the  government is lea rn ing  from 
the  PVO experience and copying o r  adopting PVO programs 
a s  i t s  own; o r  

(e) no r e l a t i o n s h i p  a t  a l l .  



Appendix A 

Sugges t ions  t o  Eva lua to r s  

The fo l lowing  s e t  of sugges t ions  f o r  e v a l u a t o r s  is meant t o  
h e l p  them g e t  a t  t h e  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  i n  t h i s  paper .  Many of them a r e  
obvious,  b u t  have been inc luded  because t h e  e v a l u a t i o n s  done s o  f a r  
have u s u a l l y  no t  y e t  y i e l d e d  t h i s  k ind  of in format ion .  Some of t h e  
sugges t ions  a r e  r epea t ed  from t h e  t e x t  of t h e  paper;  o t h e r s  fo l l ow  
d i r e c t l y  from arguments i n  t h e  t e x t .  The q u e s t i o n s  a r e  d iv ided  i n t o  
f i v e  c a t e g o r i e s ,  even though many do n o t  f i t  n e a t l y  i n  one ca t ego ry  
o r  ano the r ;  some of t h e  q u e s t i o n s  i n  c e r t a i n  c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  e l a b o r a t i o n s  
of q u e s t i o n s  r a i s e d  i n  prev ious  c a t e g o r i e s .  

P a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  b e n e f i t  d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  i nnova t ion ,  c o s t  

1. Loca te  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and t h e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s  of 
t h e  PVO a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  community, 
approximately by t h i r d s .  E l abo ra t e  on how t h e  b e n e f i t s  and r e s u l t s  
of t h e  PVO a c t i v i t y  a r e  d i s t r i b u t e d  among d w e l l e r s  i n  t h e  a r e a .  
(Fu r the r  q u e s t i o n s  e l a b o r a t e d  below.) 

2 .  Learn t h e  h i s t o r y  of community d e c i s i o n s  and a c t s  t h a t  took 
p l a c e  up t o  and du r ing  t h e  PVO a c t i v i t y .  Find ou t  t o  what e x t e n t  
e x i s t i n g  community groups were inc luded  i n  p r o j e c t  decis ionmaking,  
and t o  what e x t e n t  t h e  poo re s t  groups pa r t i c ipa t ed - - the  l a n d l e s s ,  
women, e t h n i c  o r  s o c i a l  o u t c a s t  g roups ,  temporary (vs .  permanent) 
workers ,  l and  t e n a n t s  (vs .  owners),  sma l l  (vs .  l a r g e )  owners, e t c .  
(Fu r the r  q u e s t i o n s  below.) 

3. Did ind igenous  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  e x i s t  p r i o r  t o  t h e  p r o j e c t ?  
Among t h e  p o o r e s t  too? How were they  inc luded  i n  p r o j e c t  decisionmaking? 
I f  n o t ,  why? 

4. Find o u t  what i nnova t ions  o r  exper imenta t ion  have r e s u l t e d  
from t h e  PVO's presence .  What have  been t h e  changes i n  cou r se ,  i f  any,  
and what were t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e s e  changes? 

5. Es t ima te  t h e  c o s t  of t h e  a c t i v i t y ,  s e p a r a t i n g  o u t  person-hours 
and t h e i r  c o s t s  from o t h e r  c o n t r i b u t i o n s ;  u s e  t h i s  in format ion  t o  make 
e s t i m a t e s  of c o s t  p e r  b e n e f i c i a r y ,  per - input ,  o r  per-output ;  compare 
t h e s e  e s t i m a t e s  t o  t h o s e  f o r  pub l i c - sec to r  p r o j e c t s  of a  similar n a t u r e .  

6. I f  decis ionmaking is n o t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  a r e  t h e r e  
ways of making i t  more so?  Does p r o j e c t  h i s t o r y  show t h a t  dec i s ion -  
making is more p a r t i c i p a t o r y  now than  i t  was o r i g i n a l l y ?  How was t h i s  
accomplished? 



7. Are t h e r e  c e r t a i n  p r o j e c t  t a s k s  o r  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  no t  
as s u i t e d  t o  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  decisionmaking a s  o t h e r s ?  That i s ,  does 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r e s u l t  i n  less e f f e c t i v e  p r o j e c t  outcomes i n  some 
c a s e s ?  What a r e  t h e  t a s k s  t h a t  seem b e t t e r  s u i t e d ?  l e s s  we l l  s u i t e d ?  
Why? 

8. When decisionmaking is i n  t h e  hands of l o c a l  e l i t e s  and 
t h e r e f o r e  non-representa t ive ,  do t h e  excluded groups n e v e r t h e l e s s  
b e n e f i t ?  I n  s i t u a t i o n s  of e l i t e  c o n t r o l  a r e  t h e r e  some a c t i v i t i e s  
where excluded groups b e n e f i t  r e g a r d l e s s  of e l i t e  c o n t r o l ,  and o t h e r  
a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  which e l i t e  c o n t r o l  r e s u l t s  i n  mainly e l i t e  b e n e f i c i a r i e s ?  

9. Do some a c t i v i t i e s  seem more appropr i ab le  by e l i t e s  than  
others--e.g.  f e r t i l i z e r  supply vs .  h e a l t h - c l i n i c  s e r v i c e s ?  

10.  Does t h e  p r o j e c t  exc lude  e l i t e s  from decisionmaking o r  b e n e f i t s  
i n  any way? I f  s o ,  how were they  bypassed? Some examples a r e  a c t i v i t i e s  
i n  which t h e  e l i t e s  have no i n t e r e s t ,  low-s ta tus  a c t i v i t i e s ,  c lass-based 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  from which e l i tes  a r e  n a t u r a l l y  excluded--like women's 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  t e n a n t s '  un ions ,  l a b o r  unions ,  e t c .  

11. What a s p e c t s  of t h e  p r o j e c t ,  i f  any, seem t o  be  reaching  t h e  
poores t  s t r a tum of t h e  popula t ion?  Why a r e  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  a s  d i s t i n c t  
from t h e  e t h e r s ,  a b l e  t o  r each  t h e  poores t ?  What i s  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  
r e l a t i o n  between t h e  PVO and t h e  poores t  i n  t h e s e  p a r t i c u l a r  a c t i v i t i e s - -  
p a r t i c i p a t o r y ,  "enl ightened" top-down? 

12 .  By reading  coun t ry - spec i f i c  s t u d i e s  on income d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  
and by t a l k i n g  wi th  l o c a l  people ,  f i n d  ou t  how t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  poores t  
groups--e.g., lowest  c a s t e .  ca sua l  l a b o r e r s ,  women, e t c .  Seek them o r  
t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  ou t  t o  a s c e r t a i n  how they a r e  be ing  a f f e c t e d  by 
t h e  p r o j e c t .  

13.  Watch f o r  examples o f ,  o r  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r ,  t a r g e t i n g  on t h e  
poor by type  of ac t iv i ty- -e .g . ,  low-s ta tus  a c t i v i t i e s  and goods, 
absence of e l i t e  i n t e r e s t  i n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  a c t i v i t y ,  c l a s s -  
based o rgan iza t ions ,  e t c .  Are t h e s e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  be ing  e x p l o i t e d ,  
and i f  n o t ,  how might they  be? 

14.  To gauge t h e  degree  of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s  of l o c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
i n  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  f i n d  o u t  about  t h e  h i s t o r y  of some important  i s s u e s  and 
how they  were reso lved .  One e v a l u a t i o n ,  f o r  example, c h r o n i c l e s  t h e  
h i s t o r y  of some sugges t ions  made by a group of coop members t o  i ts  
board ,  and how and why t h o s e  sugges t ions  were ove r r iden .  



15.  With r e s p e c t  t o  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  i nvo lv ing  women, determine 
t o  what e x t e n t  they augment women's income-earning c a p a c i t i e s  and 
o t h e r  forms of power, and t o  what e x t e n t  they r e i n f o r c e  women's 
t r a d i t i o n a l  r o l e  a s  homemaker. I f  t h e  l a t t e r  rs t h e  c a s e ,  make sugges t ions  
a s  t o  what changes i n  p r o j e c t  des ign  would b e  a p p r o p r i a t e .  

16 .  Where t h e r e  is a  community c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  p r o j e c t s ,  a s c e r t a i n  
i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  burden. For example, vo lun ta ry  l a b o r  might f a l l  
d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  on t h e  poor whi le  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  i n  cash  o r  kind 
might f a l l  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  on t h e  r i c h .  

17.  Give some idea  of t h e  importance of t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  reg ion  
o r  country--percent of t h e  popu la t ion  a f f e c t e d ,  p e r c e n t  of p r o j e c t  
expend i tu re s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t o t a l  government expend i tu re s  i n  t h e  s e c t o r ,  
pe rcen t  of t hc~  goods provided i n  t h e  country o r  by t h e  p u b l i c  s e c t o r  
(e .g . ,  hea i ch  c l i n i c s ,  f e r t i l i z e r s ,  seeds ,  c r e d i t ,  s choo l s ,  s t andp ipes ,  
t r a i n e d  s p e c i a l i s t s ,  e t c . ) .  To save  t ime,  use  t h e  n a t i o n a l  o r  reg iona l -  
l e v e l  f i g u r e s  f o r  comparison t h a t  can u s u a l l y  be found t o g e t h e r  i n  
n a t i o n a l  f ive-year  p l a n s ,  annual  economic r e p o r t s ,  o r  economic surveys  
c a r r i e d  o u t  by t h e  World Bank. 

18.  Much of t h e  impact of t h e s e  p r o j e c t s  w i l l  b e  d iscovered  through 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  h i s t o r y  r a t h e r  than d a t a .  Th i s  r e q u i r e s  be ing  a l e r t  t o  
t h e  h i s t o r y  of t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  community and t h e  area--what was 
accomplished, what cha in  r e a c t i o n s  were s e t  o f f  ( i n  p r i c e s ,  i l l  p r i v a t e -  
s e c t o r  behavior ,  i n  town p o l i t i c s ,  i n  pub l i c  s e c t o r  responses) .  I t  
is n o t  necessary  t o  c a t a l o g u e  what h a s  happened i n  a l l  t h e s e  a r e a s ;  
r a t h e r ,  i n  ask ing  ques t ions  and l i s t e n i n g  t o  h i s t o r i e s ,  one should be  
s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of f i n d i n g  impact i n  one of t h e s e  ways. 
Don't a s k  people what t h e  impact was; a sk ,  r a t h e r ,  "what happened" 
and then  a sk ,  "what happened next?"  

19.  I f  b e n e f i t s  have gone mainly t o  e l i t e s ,  t r y  t o  determine 
which ca tegory  t h e  c a s e  be longs  t o :  (1)  t h e  poor a r e  a l s o  b e n e f i t e d ,  
through a trickle-down o r  spread  e f f e c t  (desc r ibe  t h i s  i n d i r e c t  
mechanism); (2)  t h e  poor a r e  harmed ( a s  i n  t h e  case  of s u b s i d i e s  f o r  
l a r g e  l i v e s t o c k ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  t h e  e v i c t i o n  of c ropping  t e n a n t s ) ;  and 
(3) t h e  poor a r e  n o t  a f f e c t e d  one way o r  another .  



Training and extension 

Many p r o j e c t s  involve teaching people new ways of doing 
th ings--nut r i t ion  education,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  extens ion,  vocat ional  
t r a i n i n g ,  e t c .  A s e r i e s  of ques t ions  should be asked about t h e s e  
teaching p r o j e c t s .  

20. Are t h e  "new ways" appropr ia t e ,  i n  l igh '  of t h e  cu r ren t  
l i t e r a t u r e  on o r  experience with t h i s  s e c t o r ?  

21. What was t h e  extent  of adoption of t h e  new ways among those 
who received a s s i s t a n c e  o r  t r a i n i n g ?  

22.  What was t h e  d i f fe rence  between adopters  and non-adopters, o r  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  and non-part icipants ,  i n  terms of income, occupation, 
sex,  and landholding s t a t u s ?  

23. What was the  ex ten t  of adoption among non-par t ic ipants ,  through 
t h e  demonstration e f f e c t ?  This  quest ion r e l a t e s  c lose ly  t o  impact, 
s i n c e  t r a i n i n g  can have a considerably l a r g e r  impact i f  t h e  non- 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  copy what t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  are doing--i.e., i f  t h e r e  a r e  
I' spread" e f f e c t s .  

24. I f  t h e r e  was "spread" from adopters  t o  non-adopters, o r  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  non-par t ic ipants ,  f ind  out  what t h e  mechanism of t h e  
spread was. 

25. Is t h e r e  a n a t u r a l  b a r r i e r  t o  spread,  such as requirements 
l i k e  c a p i t a l ,  l o c a t i o n  along a good road, landownership (vs.  land 
tenancy o r  l and lessness ) ,  p r iv i l eged  access  t o  inpu t s  o r  c r e d i t ?  

26. Are c e r t a i n  a spec t s  of t r a i n i n g  o r  extension more a p t  t o  be 
picked up by non-par t ic ipants  than o t h e r s ?  E.g., seeds  t h a t  one can 
grow on one's own and then pass along t o  neighbors--in c o n t r a s t  t o  
hybrid seeds t h a t  have t o  be bought each yea r ,  o r  o the r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  
innovations t h a t  r e q u i r e  c l o s e  supervis ion  by e x t e n s i o n i s t s  o r  c a p i t a l  
and o the r  inpu t s  not  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  many. 

27. When people adopt t h e  new ways, what i s  t h e  r e s u l t  f o r  t h e i r  
l i v e s  and t h e i r  incomes? Sophis t ica ted  d a t a  a r e  not  necessary;  ask 
t h e  people what d i f f e r e n c e  t h e  new p r a c t i c e  made i n  t h e i r  l i v e s ;  don ' t  
ask only t h e  p r o j e c t  s t a f f .  

28. O f  those  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who d i d  n o t  adopt the  new ways, f i n d  ou t  
why. Were t h e i r  income c o n s t r a i n t s ?  I r r e l evance  t o  t h e i r  l i v e s  o r  



production a c t i v i t i e s ?  Inappropriateness of the  recoxumendations? 
Try t o  avoid t r a d i t i o n a l  explanations of non-adoption t ha t  point  
t o  "ignorance" o r  "lack of understanding" on the  pa r t  of t h e  
par t i c ipan t .  

The public s ec to r  

Adoption and ampli f icat ion by t he  publ ic  s ec to r  of PVO ideas,  
approaches, and programs is  an a rea  of l a rge  p o t s n t i a l  impact of PVO 
pro jec t s .  The i n t e r ac t i ons  of public-sector e n t i t i e s  with PVO ac t iv i t i es - -  
and the  r e f l e c t i o n s  of public-sector managers and technicians about 
these  ac t iv i t i es - -a re  therefore  a very important a rea  of observation. 
Public-sector response is a l s o  important f o r  determining whether t h e  
PVO is  playing an innovative o r  "precursor" ro l e .  

29. What has  t he  publ ic  s ec to r  been doing in t h i s  pa r t i cu l a r  
a c t i v i t y  o r  sec tor ,  i f  anything? How does the  PVO a c t i v i t y  d i f f e r  
from what the  public s ec to r  is doing? Try t o  explain the  di f ference.  

30. Thinking about t he  PVO-government re la t ionsh ip  can be organized 
i n t o  one o r  more of t he  following categor ies :  (1) complementarity, 
(2) f i l l l n g  unoccupied t e r r i t o r y ,  (3) r ep l i ca t i on  o r  d i f fus ion ,  
( 4 )  sovernment takeover, (5) competition o r  subs t i t u t i on ,  and 
(6) brokerage. Place t he  p ro jec t  i n  t he  re levant  category, and t r y  
t o  e labora te  on the  re la t ionsh ip  and i ts  e f f e c t  on t he  p ro jec t ,  i ts  
relevance t o  p ro jec t  goals (e.g., p ro j ec t s  designed t o  provide 
1:echnical ass i s tance  or  new inputs  may ins tead be  providing brokerage 
between the  poor and government i n s t i t u t i o n s ) .  

31. I f  t h e  p ro jec t  involves interdependence with a public-sector 
e n t i t y ,  f ind  out i n  what ways t he  cooperation is working w e l l ,  and i n  
what a r ea s  badly. Suggest an explanation f o r  the  va r i a t i on  i n  t he  
experience. Be sure  t o  ge t  a t  l e a s t  a s  much information on t h e  
question from public-sector persons a s  from the  PVO. Does i t  seem 
t h a t  c e r t a in  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  more conducive t o  s x c e s s f u l  cooperation 
than others?  Why? 

5 2 .  In  the  cases of interdependence, is  there  a d iv i s ion  of labor  
between PVO and government t h a t  works pa r t i cu l a r l y  well? Does the  
PVO seem t o  have a pa r t i cu l a r  comparative advantage i n  one a rea  and 
the  government i n  another? 

33. In  the  cases  of public-sector i n t e r ac t i ons ,  pay a t t e n t i o n  t o  
the commitment of the  public-sector e n t i t y  t o  serving and working with 
t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  c l i e n t  group. Is i t  high o r  low? Pay pa r t i cu l a r  
a t t en t i on  t o  f i e l d  s t a f f ,  and t h e i r  i n t e r ac t i ons  with the  c l i e n t  group. 



3 4 .  In terv iews wi th  r e l evan t  publ ic-sec tor  managers and t echn ic i ans  
a r e  a l s o  important even when t h e  p r o j e c t  has  l i t t l e  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  
pub l i c  s e c t o r .  Find o u t  whether these  persons have found t h e  PVO t o  
be doing something i n t e r e s t i n g ,  t o  be a  problem, t o  be r e l e v a n t ,  e t c .  

3 5 .  I n t e r p r e t  PVO complaints about governments wi th  c a r e ,  and l e a r n  
both  s i d e s  of t h e  s t o r y .  

3 6 .  Try t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between what is good f o r  t h e  PVO organ iza t ion ,  
and what is good f o r  p r o j e c t  impact. I f  a  PVO p r o j e c t  i s  success fu l ,  
t h e  government may want t o  copy i t ;  i f  t h e  PVO is  s o  success fu l  t h a t  
i t  i s  becoming too important i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s e c t o r ,  t h e  government may 
f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  is p o l i t i c a l l y  undes i rable .  Governments, t h a t  is, may 
sometimes make th ings  d i f f j c u l t  f o r  PVOs, o r  crowd them o u t ,  because 
PVOs have been s o  success fu l  t h a t  t h e  government wants t o  t ake  over.  
From an  impact poin t  of view, many such cases  may b e  cha rac te r i zed  a s  
successes ,  even though the)  may rep resen t  problems o r  f a i l u r e  from t h e  
PVO's po in t  of view. 

37. I n  cases  where t h e r e  a r e  success fu l  t r a n s i t i o n s  from PVOs t o  
governments, t r y  t o  understand what made t h e  PVO a b l e  t o  manage t h e  
t r a n s i t i o n .  Has t h e  government t r i e d  t o  take  advantage of t h e  PVO 
experience,  o r  has  i t  ins t ead  d i s c r e d i t e d  i t .  Why? 

38. A t  a  more genera l  l e v e l ,  be a l e r t  t c  t h e  e f f e c t  of n a t i o n a l  
economic p o l i c i e s  and p o l i t i c a l  environments on t h e  PVO p r o j e c t .  Do 
c e r t a i n  economic p o l i c i e s  overwhelm t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  
environment--for good o r  f o r  bad--or v i c e  versa?  

Success and f a i l u r e ,  achievements and problems 

39. The eva lua to r  should t r e a t  any successes  wi th  a  sense  of awe. 
Do n o t  be content  t o  say t h a t  something worked w e l l ,  b u t  ven tu re  an 
explanat ion  a s  t o  why i t  worked. Explain what is  happening i n  t h e  
p r o j e c t  a g a i n s t  a  background of what is p r e d i c t a b l e  and what is a  
s u r p r i s e .  

40. Be a l e r t  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  c e r t a i n  p r o j e c t  components 
o r  t a s k s  may work we l l  c o n s i s t e n t l y  a c r o s s  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t  s i t e s  and 
c o u n t r i e s  whi le  c e r t a i n  o t h e r s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  do poor ly .  Try t o  exp la in  
t h e  reasons f o r  the  p a t t e r n .  

41. Apiwoach t h e  p a t  t e r n  of problems and achievements through 
t i m e ,  i n , a d d i t i o n  t o  ga in ing  an understanding of t h e  cu r ren t  moment 



i n  time. Ask ques t ions  about t h e  h i s t o r y  of t h e  pro jec t - - fa lse  s t a r t s ,  
changes of  course,  unan t i c ipa ted  events .  Ask PVO s t a f f  and community 
p a r t i c i p a n t s  what they do d i f f e r e n t l y  now than they d i d  be fo re ,  and 
why. 

42. Don't hold o rgan iza t ions  t o  t h e i r  s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  
i f  they seem t o  be  doing we l l  i n  o ther  a reas .  F i r s t  look open-endedly 
a t  what t h e  organiza t ion  has  accomplished, r e g a r d l e s s  of i t s  ob jec t ives ;  
then  compare t h e  r e a l i t y  and t h e  ob jec t ives .  Does t h e  r e a l i t y  shed 
any l i g h t  on t h e  o b j e c t i v e s ?  

43. B e  on t h e  alert f o r  unan t i c ipa ted  success.  Such achievements 
may b e  obscured by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c t  f a i l e d  i n  i t s  s t a t e d  
o b j e c t i v e s .  

44. I n  t r y i n g  LU e x s l a i n  success  and f a i l u r e ,  t r y  t o  go beyond 
explanat ions  having t o  do b i t h  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  program leade r .  
Some types  of p r o j e c t s  a r e  more a p t  t o  a t t r a c t  good l e a d e r s  than  o t h e r s ;  
some types  of p r o j e c t s  do w e l i  even with mediocre l eade r sh ip .  Think 
about  whether t h e  p r o j e c t  type  i t s e l f  h a s  con t r ibu ted  t o  program out-  
comes, i n  o t h e r  words, and exp la in  what i t  i s  about  t h i s  p r o j e c t  type 
o r  t a s k  t h a t  makes it more amenable t o  success (or  f a i l u r e ) .  

4 5 .  Related t o  t h e  above sugges t ion  i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  c e r t a i n  
problems experienced by p r o j e c t s  a r e  r ecur ren t  and t h e r e f o r e  not  a  
surprise--e.g.,  f a u l t y  maintenance, l ack  of coordina t ion  between 
agencies ,  l ack  of funds f o r  ope ra t ing  c o s t s ,  s choo l s  without  teachers ,  
h e a l t h  c l i n i c s  without  doc to r s .  Be aware of what t h e s e  r ecur ren t  
problems are i n  t h e  type of p r o j e c t  under observat ion .  I f  t h e  problems 
a r e  occurr ing ,  spend r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  t i m e  i n  explor ing  and expla in ing  
why they occur--since they a r e  t o  be  expected. Ins t ead ,  look f o r  cases  
where t h e  expected problems a r e  - no t  occurr ing ,  and then t r y  t o  exp la in  
why they d i d  not  appear.  

4 6 .  The d i scuss ion  of problems o r  problem p r o j e c t s  should be s e t  
i n  a  broader  context  of why t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  problem might o r  might no t  
be  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  type of p r o j e c t  o r  p r o j e c t  s e t t i n g .  
At t en t ion  should be  focused,  i n  o the r  words, n o t  only on what t h e  PVO 
d i d  t h a t  went wrong, o r  on what went wrong i n  t h e  circumstances 
surrounding t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  p r o j e c t .  

47. When looking a t  p r o j e c t s  involving cons t ruc t  ion ,  keep i n  mind 
t h e  fol lowing:  (a)  pos t -cons t ruc t ion  problems a r e  t h e  r u l e  r a t h e r  than 
t h e  except ion ,  and they should b e  known about beforehand and watched 
f o r ;  and (b) success fu l  t r a n s i t i o n s  from cons t ruc t ion  t o  opera t ion  deserve 
s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n ,  and a n  atcereyt should be  made t o  understand what 
brought t h e  t r a n s i t i o n   bout. 



4 8 .  A companion t o  t h e  above sugges t ion  i s  t h a t  c e r t a i n  types  
of successes  a r e  more f requent  than others--e.g., community coopera t ion  
i n  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of f a c i l i t i e s .  Achievements i n  these  l a t t e r  a r e a s  
come a s  l e s s  of a  s u r p r i s e ,  and t h e r e f o r e  r e q u i r e  less e labora t ion  
than achievements i n  a r e a s  where success  is  less common. 

49. Successes a r e  sometimes f a c i l i t a t e d  by t h e  sequence by which 
c e r t a i n  events  o r  a c t i v i t i e s  t ake  p lace ,  r a t h e r  than by a c e r t a i n  
c o n s t e l l a t i o n  of f a c t o r s  a t  any one time. B e  aware of these  sequences 
of p r o j e c t  development through t i m e ,  and t h i n k  about whether they  a r e  
a s soc ia t ed  wi th  achievements o r  problems. 

SO. Be a l e r t  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  some achievements a r e  made 
by p r o j e c t  o rgan iza t ions  t h a t  look d i s o r d e r l y  o r  i n  o t h e r  ways d e f i c i e n t  
a s  o rgan iza t ions .  Don't let  t h e  d i s o r d e r l i n e s s  of t h e  o rgan iza t ion  
obscure i ts  achievements. B e  a l e r t  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  moreover, t h a t  
c e r t a i n  achievements w i l l  have been made because of t h e  d i s o r d e r l i n e s s  
of t h e  organiza t ion ,  and not  d e s p i t e  i t .  Judge t h e  PVO not  only on its 
completeness a s  an o rgan iza t ion ,  i n  o t h e r  words, but  by t h e  q u a l i t y  of 
i ts  p r o j e c t .  The p r o j e c t  may b e  good, though t h e  organiza t ion  looks  
bad. Try t o  exp la in  t h i s .  

Fieldwork s t y l e  and o t h e r  sugges t ions  

51. Consider t h e  u n i t  of observat ion  t o  be  t h e  community o r  t h e  
a r e a  where t h e  p r o j e c t  t akes  p lace ,  and no t  t h e  PVO. 

52. Do not  r e l y  heav i ly  on p r o j e c t  input  and output  d a t a  a s  t h e  . 
main source  f o r  what t h e  p r o j e c t  has  accomplished. I f  t h e  p r o j e c t  has  
c a r r i e d  out  a  s e r i e s  of t r a i n i n g  courses,  f o r  example, a t t e n d  t h e  courses ,  
t a l k  t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  go t o  t h e i r  homes. I f  t h e  p r o j e c t  has promoted 
k i t chen  gardens,  go and look a t  t h e  gardens and t a l k  t o  t h e i r  owners. 

5 3 .  Make an assessment of t h e  competence of p r o j e c t  s t a f f ,  i n  terms of 
t h e i r  t r a i n i n g ,  experience,  language a b i l i t y ,  and commitment. 

5 4 .  Pay j u s t  a s  much a t t e n t i o n  t o  jun io r  and f i e l d  s t a f f  a s  t o  managers. 
Jun io r  f i e l d  s t a f f  of  p r o j e c t s  a r e  o f t e n  neglec ted  i n  interviewing.  Yet they 
o f t e n  have more contac t  wi th  and understanding of b e n e f i c i a r i e s  than persons i n  
managerial p o s i t i o n s .  They a l s o  w i l l  o f t e n  have good i d e a s  about how t h e  
p r o j e c t  might be improved, what the  source of i ts  problems a r e ,  and t h e  
na tu re  of t h e  p r o j e c t ' s  impact on households and on the  region.  Thei r  i d e a s  
and percept ions  a r e  o f t e n  unexpressed because of h i e r a r c l ~ i c a l  p a t t e r n s  and deference 



t o  a u t h o r i t y  i n  o f f i c e  meetings. Try t o  t a l k  wi th  these  persons,  
t he re fo re ,  away From t h e  o f f i c e .  The b e s t  oppor tuni ty  f o r  t h i s  i s  
t o  t ake  jeep t r i p s  wi th  these  persons t o  v i s i t  faraway b e n e f i c i a r i e s  
o r  p r o j e c t  s i t e s .  Much can a l s o  be l ea rned  about  p r o j e c t  s t a f f  and t h e i r  
s t y l e  with b e n e f i c i a r i e s  by doing some in terv iewing of b e n e f i c i a r i e s  
with p r o j e c t  s t a f f  accom~anying o r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g .  

5 5 .  Ask p r o j e c t  managers and s t a f f  what information they would 
f ind  u s e f u l  from an evalua t ion .  What a r e  t h e  ques t ions ,  p e r p l e x i t i e s ,  
and c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  they f a c e  t h a t  make i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  them t o  proceed 
a s  they would l i k e ?  

56. B e  c a r e f u l  not  t o  accept  t h e  assumptions behind p r o j e c t  des ign  
a s  truths--e.g.,  t h a t  voca t iona l  t r a i n i n g  p e r  s e  accomplishes its 
purpose of increased  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  employment. S imi la r ly ,  do n o t  
accept  achievement of p r o j e c t  outputs  a s  prima - f a c i e  evidence of achievement 
of p r o j e c t  objectives--e.g. number of p a r t i c i p a n t s  t r a i n e d  should n o t  be  
accepted a s  a proxy f o r  achievement of t h e  employment ob jec t ive .  Do 
not  assume t h a t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  ex tens ion  automat ica l ly  l e a d s  t o  increased  
production and t h e r e f o r e  is good i n  i t s e l f ;  do not  assume t h a t  n u t r i t i o n  
t r a i n i n g  automat ica l ly  l e a d s  t o  changed h a b i t s ;  do not  assume, when 
h a b i t s  do change, t h a t  the  changed h a b i t  au tomat ica l ly  l e a d s  t o  b e t t e r -  
nourish= and more hea l thy  f a m i l i e s  ; do n o t  assume t h a t  voca t iona l  
t r a i n i n g  automat ica l ly  l e a d s  t o  employment. Do not  u s e  p r o j e c t  ou tpu t s ,  
i n  sum, a s  a proxy f o r  i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  achievement of p r o j e c t  ob jec t ives .  

57. Much of what is t o  be learned about  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i l l  come from 
in terv iews and not  documents--in t h e  community, and not  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  
o f f i c e .  Since in terv iews t ake  s o  muck t i m e ,  evening hours should be  
taken advantage o f .  They represent  an oppor tuni ty  f o r  l ea rn ing  about 
t h e  p r o j e c t  by "hanging around" i n  t h e  communities where t h e  p r o j e c t  
t akes  p lace ,  e a t i n g  and d r ink ing  with l o c a l  people o~ l o c a l  s t a f f .  

58. In terv iews wi th  community members who p a r t i c i p a t e  o r  b e n e f i t  
from a p r o j e c t  a r e  j u s t  a s  important a s  in t e rv iews  with p r o j e c t  s t a f f .  
S imi la r ly ,  i n t e rv iews  with community members who do no t  p a r t i c i p a t e  o r  
b e n e f i t  from t h e  p r o j e c t  a r e  equal ly  important  a s  those  with p a r t i c i p a n t s  
o r  b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  

59. In  a s sess ing  p r o j e c t  ou tpu t s  and achievements, pay l e s s  a t t e n t i o n  
t o  what people and o rgan iza t ions  say they in tend t o  do than t o  what h a s  
a c t u a l l y  happened. Information about i n t e n t i o n s  is  not  h e l p f u l  f o r  
judging an o rgan iza t ion  because t h e  i n t e n t i o n s  may o r  may not  come t r u e .  

60. Make a s p e c i a l  e f f o r t  t o  t a l k  t o  ex -c l i en t s  o r  ex -pa r t i c ipan t s  
of a  p r o j e c t .  They w i l l  have a longer  experience,  a  more r e f l e c t i v e  



view, and a  d i f i e r e n t  pe r spec t ive .  Ex-staff members o r  managers, 
moreover, w i l l  o f t e n  f e e l  f r e e  t o  t a l k  more openly, and w i l l  have had 
more t i m e  and d i s t a n c e  t o  be  r e f l e c t i v e  about t h e i r  experience.  

61. Do not  g ive  up on as sess ing  impact because t h e r e  is not  enough 
t i m e  t o  do an adequate q u a n t i t a t i v e  assessment,  o r  because t h e  t i m e  
and t h e  d a t a  do not  al low e s t a b l i s h i n g  c a u s a l i t y  between t h e  p r o j e c t  
and what has happened. A s  a  proxy, ask b e n e f i c i a r i e s  and community 
members how t h e i r  l i v e s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  a s  a  r e s u l t  of t h e  p r o j e c t .  
This  w i l l  g ive  some i n d i c a t o r s  of impact,  o r  a t  l e a s t  of c l u e s  t o  
pursue. 

62. Be su re  t o  know t h e  state of t h e  a r t  i n  t h e  s e c t o r  you a r e  
eva lua t ing .  Use t h i s  knowledge t o  comment on t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  
p r o j e c t  is innovat ive ,  is fol lowing t h e  l a t e s t  wisdom on t h e  s u b j e c t ,  
o r  i s  us ing  approaches t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  wisdom has  proven t o  be 
inappropr i a t e .  



Appendix B 

Suggestions t o  the  
O f f i c e  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation (PVC) 

1. I 
f o r  which 
community 

would suggest a f i e l d  eva lua t ion  of a group of p r o j e c t s  
t h e  PVO is no longer operat ing--ei ther  i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  
, o r  i n  t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  country.  I d e a l l y ,  t h e  PVO should have 

l e f t  t h e  community a t  l e a s t  one crr two yea r s  before  evaluat ion .  This  
type of eva lua t ion  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t o  determining t h e  impact of PVOs on 
t h e  bu i ld ing  of l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

2. One way of deciding how t o  d i v i d e  p ro jec t -  o r  PVO-specific 
from issue-oriented evaluat ions  is t o  determine which ques t ions  a r e  
tough f o r  anyone but  a s p e c i a l i s t  t o  g e t  a t ,  o r  which ques t ions  w i l l  
y i e l d  d a t a  t h a t  a r e  not  good enough f o r  comparative purposes un less  
co l l ec ted  and analyzed by a s p e c i a l i s t .  One obvious example is 
t h e  ques t ion  of c o s t ,  and how PVOs compare i n  c o s t  t o  large-donor 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  s i m i l a r  a reas .  For researching t h i s  t a sk ,  i t  is e s s e n t i a l  
t o  c o n t r a c t  a h ighly  t r a ined  economist who a l ready has  done work i n  
t h i s  a r e a ,  and who has  access  t o  public-sector  d a t a  on t h e s e  types of 
cos t s .  This  kind of person might not  be  a b l e  t o  handle adequately 
o ther  k inds  of evaluat ion  ques t ions  posed above, s o  t h a t  is  one c r i t e r i o n  
f o r  doing t h e  c o s t  ques t ion  a s  issue-oriented.  Such a c o n t r a c t o r  should 
f i n i s h  t h e  t a s k  wi th  a s imple set of ques t ions  about c o s t  t h a t  can be 
asked by non-specia l i s t  eva lua to r s  i n  f u t u r e  p r o j e c t  evaluat ions .  I n  
t h i s  way, comparable d a t a  w i l l  be coming i n  subsequent t o  t h e  c o s t  
evaluat ion .  Al te rna t ive ly ,  t h e  o r i g i n a l  c o s t  study i n  i t s e l f  might 
provide s u f f i c i e n t  information on PVO c o s t s  r e l a t i v e  t o  c o s t s  of 
public-sector  e n t i t i e s .  

3 .  PVC should t ake  advantage of t h e  l a r g e  investment made by the  
World Bank i n  computing t h e  c o s t s  of p ro jec t  implementation and p r o j e c t  
development, as we13  a s  i n  o t h e r  a r e a s ,  such a s  t h e  c o s t s  of administer ing 
small-business-enterprise programs. Consultants  should check with Bank 
s t a f f  about t h e i r  methodology, s o  t h a t  t h e i r  own f ind ings  can be compared 
t o  a ready-made set of previous f ind ings  about o t h e r  such programs 
(e.g., i f  t h e  PVO cos t  is a c e r t a i n  percentage of t o t a l  loan  value  i n  
a c r e d i t  program, how does t h i s  compare t o  experience wi th  o the r  
e n t i t i e s ? )  PVC resources w i l l  n o t  permit t h a t  t h e  eva lua to r  ask the  
f u l l  range of ques t ions  and do t h e  comprehensive a n a l y s i s  t h a t  t h e  
World Bank can do. But comparabil i ty f o r  a handful of important 
f i g u r e s  and percentages would be extremely use fu l ,  involving l i t t l e  
e x t r a  e f f o r t  on PVC's p a r t .  Indeed, t h e  Bank might be i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
broadening its own f indjngs  by inc luding t h e  PVC f ind ings  i n  i t s  own 
comparative ana lys i s .  



4 .  PVC should embark on a few s e c t o r  evaluations--perhaps h e a l t h  
and f e e d i n g l n u t r i t i o n  education, f o r  reasons discussed momentarily. 
I n  the  s e c t o r  eva lua t ions ,  the  ques t ions  r a i sed  i n  my paper - 4 3  be 
explored and " tes ted ,"  s o  t h a t  one can g e t  no t  only p ro jec t - spec i f i c  
answers t o  t h e  ques t ions  (e.g.,  t h i s  p r o j e c t  was more p a r t i c i p a t o r y  
than t h a t ) ,  but  s o  as t o  ge t  a b a s e l i n e  of answers t o  the  ques t ions  with 
respect  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  s e c t o r .  This  b a s e l i n e  of impressions about t h e  
s e c t o r  can then se rve  a s  backdrop f o r  subsequent p r o j e c t  evaluations-- 
ou t s ide  t h e  s e c t o r  a s  wel l  a s  within.  

I suggest  h e a l t h  and f e e d i n g l n u t r i t i o n  f o r  t h e  following 
reasons ( t h e r e  may be  o the r  a r e a s  t h a t  a l s o  f . :  t hese  c r i t e r i a ) :  

a )  Many PVOs work i n  these  a reas .  

b)  Many PVOs i n  these  a r e a s  a r e  spec ia l i zed  i n  t h i s  one 
p a r t i c u l a r  s e c t o r  and have not d i v e r s i f i e d  (ye t )  i n t o  o t h e r  s e c t o r s ,  
l i k e  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  multi-component p r o j e c t s  t h a t  make 
evaluat ion  more complicated. 

c )  Many of t h e  PVOs i n  these  s e c t o r s  have evolved out  of 
t h e  r e l i e f  mode; t h e r e  would the re fo re  be much t o  be learned from t h e  
long experience i n  one a r e a ,  and t h e r e  would be a n a t u r a l  framework 
f o r  e l i c i t i n g  such information--i.e., how does your r e l i e f  experience 
bear  on what you a r e  doing now? what do you do now d i f f e r e n t l y  than 
you did  (o r  do) under t h e  r e l i e f  o r i e n t a t i o n ,  and why? 

d)  There is  a l a r g e  l i t e r a t u r e  about  t h e s e  a r e a s  and about 
p r o j e c t s  of t h i s  na tu re ,  and the re fo re  p lenty  of s ta te-of- the-ar t  
information. P r o j e c t s  can the re fo re  be  judged i n  terms of t h e  s t a t e  of 
t h e  art  more e a s i l y  than i n  an a r e a  where t h e r e  is less l i t e r a t u r e .  

e )  These a r e a s ,  I would suspect ,  a r e  those i n  whjch PVOs have 
been more s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  terms of t h e i r  s h a r e  of such s e r v i c e s  i n  hos t  
coun t r i e s ,  o r  i n  terms of t o t a l  A I D  monies channeled through PVOs. 

f )  Since h e a l t h  (and n u t r i t i o n ? )  a r e  t h e  a r e a s  where working 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with governments seem t o  be  most common, i t  i s  i n  these  
a r e a s  where p o t e n t i a l  f o r  spread e f f e c t s  through government ampl i f i ca t ion  
i s  important.  

5 .  Frequent PVC monitoring a c t i o n s  and demands may no t  be c o n s i s t e n t  
with why A I D  uses  PVOs i n  the  f i r s t  p l ace ,  A system of monitoring and 
evaluat ion  should be cons i s t en t  with A I D ' S  reasons f o r  channeling money 
through FVOs--i.e., because they a r e  s a i d  t o  be good a t  be ing l e f t  on 



t h e i r  own and g e t t i n g  t h i n g s  done. This  could mean a low frequency of 
monitoring in te rven t ions  and demands, f o r  example, combined wi th  
comprehensive eva lua t ion  before  a dec i s ion  t o  fund a p ro jec t  i s  made, 
a f t e r  t h e  p r o j e c t  is over and midway through. Current PVO evaluat ions ,  
however, do no t  have t h e  depth and breadth t h a t  would be necessary t o  
move t o  a lower-frequency monitoring system. The kind of monitoring 
now being c a r r i e d  ou t  o r  proposed, moreover, does no t  al low s u f f i c i e n t  
time o r  e x p e r t i s e  f o r  t h e  monitor t o  d e t e c t  some of t h e  more important 
problems t h a t  the  p r o j e c t s  may be experiencing.  (Cases of misuse of 
funds, f o r  example, could probably no t  be  de tec ted  i n  t h e  shor t  f i e l d  
v i s i t s  now being c a r r i e d  o u t  by p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r s . )  One might want t o  
d e f i n e  a l i rni ted set of ques t ions  t h a t  can be e a s i l y  o r  s u p e r f i c i a l l y  
d e a l t  wi th ,  and l i m i t  monitoring t o  t h a t .  

6. Thc o f f i c e  should look a t  evaluat ion  as an i t e r a t i v e  process,  
wi th  each evaluat ion  providing a b e t t e r  idea  of which p r o j e c t ,  o r  set 
of p r o j e c t s ,  should be  evaluated next .  Each evaluat ion ,  the re fo re ,  
should be looked a t  a s  produzing l ea rn ing  no t  only about t h e  evaluated 
p r o j e c t ,  but  about how t o  p lan  and do evaluat ion .  The o f f i c e ,  the re fo re ,  
should worry less about mapping out  everything i n  advance and more about 
how t o  l e a r n  from t h e  evaluat ion  process a s  each evaluat ion  comes off  
t h e  l i n e ,  and how t o  feed t h a t  l ea rn ing  i n t o  t h e  des ign of t h e  next  one. 

7. An L ~ ~ r a t i v e  approach t o  th inking about eva lua t ions  is commendable 
because of t h e  dangers always inherent  when evaluat ion  is i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d .  
It is very d i f f i c u l t  t o  keep systems of eva lua t ion  from becoming t r e a t e d  
a s  r i t u a l .  They come t o  se rve  t h e  funct ion  of showing more t h a t  t h e  
sponsoring agency is a l e g i t i m a t e  organization--with a re spec tab le  
system, budget and s t a f f  f o r  evaluation--than of providing new, i n t e r e s t i n g  
and u s e f u l  information on what p r o j e c t s  a r e  doing. (A good d e s c r i p t i o n  
of t h i s  l eg i t ima t ion  and r i t u a l i s t i c  process  can be found i n  Meyer & 
Bowan [I9771 .) Many of t h e  p ro jec t  eva lua t ion  summaries (PES) r o u t i n e l y  
requi red  of AID missions a r e  an example of t h e  sys temat iza t ion  problem, 
though the re  a r e  some important exceptions.  One wants t o  devise  a system 
of evaluat ion ,  of course,  s o  t h a t  t h e  process of evaludt ion  w i l l  run on 
i ts  own. But t h e  very  sys temat iza t ion ,  and t h e  f r e e i n g  from concern 
t h a t  i t  provides, l e a d s  t o  a d e c l i n e  i n  the  va lue  of what evaluat ions  
y i e l d .  Though some degree of sys temat iza t ion  w i l l  be necessary,  of 
course,  i t  is important t o  be  aware of t h e  dangers inherent  i n  t h e  process,  
and t o  apprec ia te  the  va lue  of a more e r r a t i c ,  i t e r a t i v e ,  and random 
approach t o  evaluat ion .  (Concrete suggest ions can be found i n  p o i n t s  15-20.) 

8. PVC's concern with PVOs seems t o  have been focused too  much on 
bu i ld ing  "good" o rgan iza t ions  according t o  t h e  i d e a l  model, r a t h e r  than 
doing good p ro jec t s .  The one does n o t  automat ica l ly  l ead  t o  t h e  o the r .  
PVC and t h e  PVO eva lua to r s  o f t e n  seem t o  have i n  mind the  model of an 



i d e a l  and complete o rgan iza t ion  a g a i n s t  which they measure, o r  make 
demands on, t he  PVO. But e v a l u a t i o n s  should g ive  a t  l e a s t  equa l  
weight t o  judging a  PVO by t h e  p r o j e c t  i t  produces: i f  t h e  p r o j e c t  was 
good, then  t h e  PVO was.doing something r i g h t ,  even though t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  
may look  s loppy.  

The YMCA eva lua t ion  is a good i l l u s t r a t i o n  of t h e s e  poin ts .  
The e v a l u a t o r  s ays  t h a t  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  shows s t r e n g t h  and v i t a l i t y  
t h a t  is  rooted  i n  l o c a l  autonomy and popular  vo lunteer i sm;  b u t ,  h e  
con t inues ,  t h e r e  i s  a weak and cons t r a ined  h i e ra rchy  l a r g e l y  dependent 
on l o c a l  u n i t s  f o r  suppor t ,  and a t t i t u d e  v a r i a t i o n s  of l o c a l  YMCA's 
from count ry  t o  country arc. sometimes extreme, p a r t i c u l a r l y  w i th  r e s p e c t  
t o  t h e  development process .  These f a c t o r s ,  t h e  e v a l u a t o r  concludes,  
i n c r e a s e  t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  of monitor ing coherent  development a c t i v i t i e s ,  
and should b e  o f f s e t  w i th  more q u a l i f i e d  development personnel  and more 
c l e a r l y  def ined  gene ra l  p o l i c i e s .  I d i s a g r e e  wi th  t h i s  a n a l y s i s ,  f o r  t h e  
reasons  s t a t e d  above, and because t h e r e  i s  probably a  good argument t o  
be  made t h a t  t h e  success  of t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a t  l o c a l  l e v e l s  may be 
c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  i t s  weakness i n  t h e  o t h e r  a r e a s  poin ted  o u t  by t h e  
e v a l u a t o r .  I f  t h e  recommendations are adopted,  i n  o t h e r  words, one 
perhaps runs  a  r i s k  of l o s i n g  t h e  s t r e n g t h s  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  now shows. 

The YMCA eva lua t ion  is n o t  unique.  I f l -  no t  mean t o  s i n g l e  i t  
o u t ,  b u t  c i t e  it because i t  is a  t y p i c a l  example of t h e  approach t h a t  
I t h i n k  needs modifying. Organ iza t ions  are normally q u i t e  messy, 
c h a o t i c  and incomplete en t i t i es - -even  t h e  good ones. I a m  concerned 
t h a t  t h e  e v a l u a t o r s  and t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  t o  them assume t h a t  i t  is 
always t o  t h e  good t o  f i l l  i n  t h e  "missing" p a r t s  of an  o rgan iza t ion .  
I n  s o  doing,  one may no t  only compromise and endanger what t h e  o rgan iza t ion  
i s  good a t ,  but  one a l s o  misses unders tanding  and a p p r e c i a t i n g  what has  
been accomplished. Hence t h e  importance of i n s t r u c t i n g  e v a l u a t o r s  t o  
focus  on judging t h e  o rgan iza t ion  by its f e a t s ,  r a t h e r  than  by an assumed 
model of  what t h e  i d e a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  should look l i k e  o r ,  as  s t a t e d  
elsewhere,  by what t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  s a i d  i t  was going t o  do,  o r  by i ts  
goa l - se t t i ng  process  o r  t h e  cons i s t ency  of i t .  A l l  of t h e s e  t h i n g s  a r e  
l e s s  important  than t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  accomplish something i n  t h e  f i e l d .  

9. Another aspec t  of t h e  i s s u e  d iscussed  above is t h a t  t h e r e  is 
too  much emphasis i n  scopes of work on what t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  goa l s  
and o b j e c t i v e s  a r e ,  and how performance matches up. Eva lua to r s  
should i n s t e a d  be d i r e c t e d  t o  l ook  a t  what a c t u a l l y  happened. 
Th i s  is t h e  more important and t h e  more d i f f i c u l t  t h i n g  t o  a s c e r t a i n .  
Evalua tors  should u l t i m a t e l y  make comparisons of g o a l s  t o  performance, 
bu t  t h e  emphasis on what happened should b e  much g r e a t e r  t han  t h a t  of 
a s c e r t a i n i n g  goa l s  and measuring performance a g a i n s t  them. 



10.  One way of g e t t i n g  around t h e  problem of e v a l u a t i o n s  t h a t  
f ocus  t oo  much on t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a s  an  end i n  i t s e l f  is t o  draw less 
e v a l u a t o r s  from t h e  f i e l d  of p u b l i c  o r  b u s i n e s s  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  whose 
u n i t  of a n a l y s i s  is  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n .  An th ropo log i s t s ,  s o c i o l o g i s t s ,  
p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s  and economists  t end  t o  have more of a  view of t h e  
o r g a n i z a t i o n  a s  on ly  a  p a r t  of a  l a r g e r  environment.  C l e a r l y ,  t h e  
b e s t  pub l i c - admin i s t r a t i on  s p e c i a l i s t s  can 2 a s i l y  t ranscend  t h e i r  
o r g a n i z a t i o n - s p e c i f i c  f ocus .  S i m i l a r l y ,  many s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  w i l l  
end up do ing  organ iza t ion-cen te red  e v a l u a t i o n ,  p a r t l y  because  i t  i s  
e a s i e r  t han  b r i n g i n g  i n  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  world t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s .  

11. The o f f i c e  should r e l y  less on PVO and PVO-related pe r sons  t o  
do e v a l u a t i o n s ,  mainly because  they are no t  t r a i n e d  o r  exper ienced  
i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  t h e  a n a l y t i c  q u e s t i o n s  d i s cus sed  i n  t h i s  t e x t .  They a l s o  
tend  t o  s e e  t h e  environment a s  PVO-centered. 

12 .  PVC e v a l u a t o r s  need t o  be  w e l l  informed on t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  a r t  
i n  t h e  r e l e v a n t  s e c t o r ,  and t o  r e f l e c t  t h a t  knowledge i n  t h e  r e p o r t .  
Aside from e x p l i c i t  d i r e c t i o n s  of t h i s  n a t u r e  i n  t h e  scope,  t h i s  can 
b e  ach ieved  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  ways: 

a )  Con t r ac t  w i th  e v a l u a t o r s  who are known t o  have an unde r s t and ing  
of t h e  s t a t e  of t h e  a r t ,  o r  a b i l i t y  t o  a c q u i r e  i t  q u i c k l y .  

b )  Supply e v a l u a t o r s  w i t h ,  and make s u r e  they  r e a d ,  t h e  r e l e v a n t  
s ta te -of - the-a rc .  papers .  The World Bank, a s  w e l l  a s  AID, h a s  undertaken 
v a r i o u s  ~ e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t s  on t h e  problems t h a t  PVO e v a l u a t o r s  w i l l  d e a l  
with--measuring s o c i a l  impac ts ,  smal l -bus iness  e n t e r p r i s e ,  e f f e c t s  of 
food supplements  on c h i l d  h e a l t h ,  income d i s t r i b u t i o n  s t u d i e s  i n  v a r i o u s  
c o u n t r i e s ,  e t c .  PVC should s u b s c r i b e  t o  Bank S t a f f  Working Pape r s ,  i f  
i t  a l r e a d y  does  n o t  and should keep i n  touch w i t h  r e sea rch -p ro j ec t  
d i r e c t o r s  i n  a r e a s  of i n t e r e s t .  (Many of t h e  working pape r s  are  i s sued  
a s  background pape r s  many months b e f o r e  p u b l i c a t i o n ,  and a r e  u s u a l l y  
a v a i l a b l e  t o  a l l  i n t e r e s t e d  pe r sons  who a r e  i n  c o n t a c t  w i t h  r e s e a r c h  
d i r e c t o r s . )  1 

c )  Supply e v a l u a t o r s  w i t h ,  o r  r e q u i r e  t h a t  t hey  f i n d ,  e x i s t i n g  
s t u d i e s  on income distribution i n  t h e  count ry  o r  r eg ion  where they  w i l l  
be working; t h i s  w i l l  enab l e  them t o  g e t  a  f e e l  f o r  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  
t h e i r  a r e a  of e v a l u a t i o n ,  what t h e  p o o r e s t  poor  do,  and how t o  i d e n t i f y  
them. 

 he World Bank p u t s  ou t  a  p e r i o d i c  p u b l i c a t i o n  on its r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t s ,  
g i v i n g  in format ion  an who r u n s  them, what h a s  been publ i shed  s o  f a r ,  
and how t o  g e t  ho ld  of unpubl ished pape r s .  



d)  Supply e v a l u a t o r s  wi th  some of t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on how t o  
make i m p r e s s i o n i s t i c  assessments  of where people f a l l  i n  t h e  b e n e f i t  
d i s t r i b u t i o n .  One r e c e n t  review of t h e  an th ropo log ica l  l i t e r a t u r e  on 
t h i s  s u b j e c t  is t h e  C a s t r o  a r t i c l e  on i n d i c a t o r s  of r u r a l  i n e q u a l i t y  
(1981). Another sou rce  could be some of t h e  pape r s  from t h e  Conference 
on Rapid Rural  Appra isa l  sponsored by t h e  I n s t i t u t e  cf Development 
S t u d i e s  a t  Sussex. The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Center  f o r  Rese j rch  on Women 
prepared a  similar document f o r  a  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n  f o r  World Bank p r o j e c t  
o f f i c e r s ,  given i n  December 1981. PVC might want t o  a c q u i r e  those  i n s t r u c -  
t i o n s  f o r  d i sseminat ion  t o  e v a l u a t o r s .  

A l l  of t h e  above sugges t ions  r e q u i r e  no e x t r a  work on t h e  p a r t  
of PVC, i n  terms of des ign ing  scopes,  pos ing  q u e s t i o n s ,  reading  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e ,  e t c .  They simply mean cash ing  i n  on t h e  work o t h e r  people 
have been doing,  bo th  i n s i d e  A I D  and wi thout .  

13. The o f f i c e  should d e v i s e  a s tandard  set of ques t ions  regard ing  
t h e  competence of PVO s t a f f :  language a b i l i t y ,  s p e c i a l i s t  o r  g e n e r a l i s t  
t r a i n i n g ,  exper ience  wi th  t h i s  k ind  of work, exper ience  i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  
count ry ,  commitment, tu rnover  r a t e s .  T h i s  w i l l  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  drawing 
of some cross-pro jec t  conclus ions  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  

14.  Scopes f o r  i s sue -o r i en t ed  e v a l u a t i o n s  should a sk  t h a t  t h e  fj-nal 
r e p o r t  i nc lude  suggested q u e s t i o n s  on how t h e  i s s u e  can be  incorpora ted  
i n t o  f u t u r e  scopes f o r  p r o j e c t  and PVO e v a l u a t i o n s ,  wi thout  making 
u n r e a l i s t i c  demands on t h e  e v a l u a t o r ' s  t ime o r  s k i l l s .  

15 .  PVC s t a f f ,  i nc lud ing  p r o j e c t  o f f i c e r s ,  should meet e a r l y  on 
w i t h  an e v a l u a t o r  and convey t h e  k inds  of concerns they  hope t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n  can addres s ,  t h e  k inds  of miss ing  informat ion  i t  would be  
hoped t o  provide,  and t h e  f u t u r e  d e c i s i o n s  i t s  r e s u l t  would be hoped 
t o  inform. Though t h e s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a r e  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  i n  t h e  scope 
of work, they can o f t e n  b e  b e t t e r  and more c o n c r e t e l y  conveyed v e r b a l l y .  
Also,  scopes cannot always r e f l e c t  t h e  s p e c i f i c  concerns of c e r t a i n  
up-and-coming d e c i s i o n s .  

16 .  PVC should a sk  f o r  feedback from e v a l u a t o r s  about  ( a )  how t h e  
c o n d i t i o n s  and i n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  doing t h e i r  eva lua t ion  might have been 
improved; (b)  what i s s u e s  and doubts  remained unresolved,  and what 
q u e s t i o n s  might be looked i n t o  more i n  subsequent  e v a l u a t i o n ;  ( c )  how 
they  might i n c o r p o r a t e  c e r t a i n  important  i s s u e s  i n t o  scopes of work 
f o r  f u t u r e  e v a l u a t o r s .  Evalua tors  should a l s o  be  asked f o r  sugges t ions ,  
a f t e r  completing t h e i r  own eva lua t ion ,  about  e v a l u a t i o n s  scheduled t o  
b e  undertaken i n  t h e  nea r  f u t u r e .  



17.  The o f f i c e  should keep a  record  of how u s e f u l  any p a r t i c u l a r  
e v a l u a t i o n  was, i n  what way i t  was used,  what d e c i s i o n s  i t  helped t o  
make, and what changes i t  caused i n  decisionmaking o r  ways of t h ink ing .  
Some e v a l u a t i o n s  w i l l  have no e f f e c t  a t  a l l ,  which i s  an important  
t h i n g  t o  l e a r n ,  s o  it i s  impor tan t  n o t  t o  "cook up" an  impact where 
t h e r e  r e a l l y  was none. Some of an e v a l u a t i o n ' s  e f f e c t s  w i l l  only b e  
f e l t  over  a  longer  term, s o  t h i s  e x p l o r a t i o n  should b e  an ongoing 
e f f o r t .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  t ype  of record w i l l  h e l p  t h e  o f f i c e  t o  
l e a r n  what t ypes  of e v a l u a t i o n  and e v a l u a t o r s  a r e  most u s e f u l ,  a s  w e l l  
a s  t o  improve t h e  way i t  i n s t r u c t s  e v a l u a t o r s .  

18.  Evalua t ion  teams should have only one person r e s p o n s i b l e  and 
accountable  f o r  t h e  r e p o r t  and i t s  c o n t e n t s .  I f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is 
j o i n t ,  and t h e r e  is disagreement--as t h e r e  o f t e n  i s - - the  r e s u l t  is 
f r e q u e n t l y  a process  of compromising, of t ak ing  an averlige of  t h e  
d i f f e r i n g  opinions--rather  t han  t h e  t ak ing  of a  s t a n d  and a w i l l i n g n e s s  
t o  defend i t .  The averaging  o r  consensus p roces s  can d i s t o r t  t h e  r e a l  
p i c t u r e  cons iderably ,  f a i l i n g  t o  b r i n g  out  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses. 
The person  r e s p o n s i b l e  must u l t i m a t e l y  make a  judgment, and should be  
chosen because of a t r u s t  i n  t h i s  judgment-making c a p a b i l i t y .  C l e a r l y ,  
t h e  person  r e spons ib l e  should l i s t e n  c a r e f u l l y  t o  t h e  op in ions  and 
f a c t s  of team members who d i s a g r e e ,  and alter h e r  argument accord ingly  
t o  t h e  e x t e n t  she  i s  convinced t h a t  s h e  was wrong. But team l e a d e r s  
should n o t  have t o  g ive  i n  t o  opposing views of team members i n  o rde r  
t o  be  consensual .  

19.  The o f f i c e  should p l a c e  a s  much thought and t ime i n t o  g e t t i n g  
good e v a l u a t o r s  as it p u t s  i n t o  p repa r ing  scopes of work. A good 
e v a l u a t o r  w i l l  n o t  need t o  b e  t o l d  many of t h e  d i r e c t i o n s  i n  t h e  list 
of sugges t ions  t o  e v a l u a t o r s .  A weak e v a l u a t o r  w i l l  n o t  do a  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
b e t t e r  j ob  even wi th  an improved scope of work. 

20. The o f f i c e  should budget more t ime f o r  each e v a l u a t i o n ,  even 
i f  t h i s  means doing l e s s  e v a l u a t i o n s .  PVC e v a l u a t i o n  !ludgets a l low 
one person-month's t ime on average ,  and o f t e n  invo lve  t r a v e l  t o  s e v e r a l  
places--PVC i n  Washington, PVO headqua r t e r s  somewhere e l s e ,  and va r ious  
p r o j e c t  s i t e s ,  many t imes i n  more than one count ry .  Even t h e  "rapid- 
feedback" e v a l u a t i o n s  of U.S. s o c i a l  s e r v i c e  programs, a s  used by v a r i o u s  
U.S. agenc ie s  and recommended by The Urban I n s t i t u t e  (Wholey 1981),  
i nvo lve  a  minimal t ime of t h r e e  person-months f o r  an e v a l u a t i o n  t h a t  
te l ls  a  manager whether she wants t o  embark on a  subsequent  f u l l - s c a l e  
e v a l u a t i o n .  

I f  t h e  r e a l  c o s t  of t h e  A I D  impact e v a l u a t i o n s  were ca lcu la ted- -  
and t h e s e  eva lua t ions  were among t h e  b e s t  of t h e  PVO evaluat ions-- they 
would probably amount t o  s e v e r a l  times t h e  person-months c u r r e n t l y  



budgeted by A I D  f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  PVO e v a l u a t i o n ,  It is i r o n i c  t h a t  
t h e s e  e v a l u a t i o n s  drew on in-house A I D  s t a f f  s o  a s  t o  show t h a t  adequate  
e v a l u a t i o n  could be done without  spending l a r g e  amounts of money. Yet i f  t h e  
s t a f f  time used were p r i c e d ,  i t  would r e p r e s e n t  much more than PVC 
now spends when i t  c o n t r a c t s  ou t  a n  e v a l u a t i o n .  

I f  person-days on t h e  PVC e v a l u a t i o n  cannot b e  inc reased ,  
then t h e  number of p r o j e c t  sites o r  c o u n t r i e s  v i s i t e d  should b e  reduced 
markedly. Otherwise, t ime is n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  t a l k  w i t h  t h e  range  and 
number of persons  necessary  t o  understand a p r o j e c t ' s  impact.  

21. The o f f i c e  could i n c r e a s e  t h e  number of good e v a l u a t o r s  on 
i ts  p r o j e c t s  by ( a )  planning f u r t h e r  ahead,  s o  it can a f f o r d  t o  w a i t  
f o r  a favored e v a l u a t o r  t o  b e  a v a i l a b l e ;  and (b) a l lowing  t h e  cho ice  
of p r o j e c t s  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  t o  b e  in f luenced  by t h e  p re fe rences  of  t h e  
eva lua to r .  Both a c t i o n s  w i l l  h e l p  l u r e  good e v a l u a t o r s  t o  work on t h e  
o f f i c e ' s  e v a l u a t i o n s .  A t  t h i s  p o i n t ,  I t h i n k  t h a t  b e t t e r  e v a l u a t i o n  
r e s u l t s  w i l l  occur  i f  good e v a l u a t o r s  a r e  used,  w i th  t h e  l o s s  of some 
c o n t r o l  over  t iming and p r o j e c t  cho ice ,  than  i f  a more ordered  
e v a l u a t i o n  planning process  is c a r r i e d  o u t  by average  e v a l u a t o r s .  



Appendix C 

Bibliography 

This  bibl iography is i n  two p a r t s .  The f i r s t  p a r t  is a l ist  of 
PVO eva lua t ions  i n  t h e  f i l e s  of t h e  Of f i ces  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary 
Cooperation and of Program and Management Support. The second p a r t ,  
" references ,"  i s  a list of non-AID m a t e r i a l s  c i t e d  i n  t h e  t e x t  o r  
read by me i n  prepara t ion  f o r  w r i t i n g  the  r epor t .  

The PVO eva lua t ions  of t h e  f i r s t  p a r t  a r e  organized i n  t h e  
following manner. Evaluat ions a r e  ca tegor ized  by region--Africa, 
Asia, La t in  America, Near East  , and "Worldwide ." (North African 
coun t r i e s  a r e  placed wi th in  t h e  Near East  category,  corresponding t o  
country placement i n  AID 'S  r eg iona l  bureaus.) Within t h e  region,  
eva lua t ions  a r e  arranged a l p h a b e t i c a l l y  by t h e  name of t h e  PVO. When 
t h e  PVO name is without parentheses,  t h e  PVO i t s e l f  d id  o r  cont rac ted  
out  t h e  eva lua t ion ;  with parentheses,  A I D  o r  an AID con t rac to r  d i d  
t h e  evaluat ion .  A t  t h e  end of each reg iona l  l i s t i n g  i s  a "general" 
category t h a t  lists evaluat ions  t h a t  are no t  s p e c i f i c  t o  any p a r t i c u l a r  
PVO, arranged a lphabe t i ca l ly  by author  o r  sponsoring organiza t ion .  
I n  cases  where t h e  country of p r o j e c t  l o c a t i o n  is uo t  obvious from 
t h e  author  cr t i t l e ,  t h e  country appears i n  parentheses a t  t h e  end 
of the  c i t a t i o n .  

1.1 t h e  f i r s t  p a r t ,  I have placed an a s t e r i s k  next t o  t h e  e n t r i e s  I 
read. For some e n t r i e s ,  t h e  d a t e s ,  p ro jec t  numbers, o r  con t rac t  numbers 
a r e  missing because of incomplete information on t h e  o r i g i n a l  document. 



Africa  -- 
1. (Community Development Foundation/CDF) U ~ A ~ ~ / Y a o u n d e .  "North 
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Evaluation Summary, P ro jec t  No. 631-0010. June 1981. 

2. Cooperative f o r  American Relief  Everywhere/CARE. 'Widpoint 
Evaluation: Chad Refores ta t ion  Project ."  By Fred R. Weber 
and Maryanne Dulansey. Washington, D.C., Apr i l  1978. 
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June 1980. 
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"Final Evaluation of the  Ghana Rural Reconstruction 
Movement, A Sub-Activity of t h e  Accelerated Rural Learning 
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Evaluat ion Report No. 15. December 1980. 

36. (National  Rural  E l e c t r i c  Cooperative Association/NRECA) 
USAID/~ndonesia. "Rural E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  (79-1) . " P r o j e c t  
Evaluat ion Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 0267, Loan-497-T-052. 
15 June 1979. 

* 
37. (Save t h e  Children F o u n d a t i o n / ~ C ~ )  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Council f o r  

Educational ~eve lopment / lC~I I .  "Planning from the  Bottom 
Up: Community-based In tegra ted  Rural  Development i n  South 
Korea." By Vincent S.R. Brandt and J i  Woong Cheong. 
Essex, Connecticut.  



(Save t h e  Children Foundation/SCF) USAID/office of P r i v a t e  and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "Community Based In tegra ted  Rura l  
Development (CBIRD) i n  t h e  Specia l  T e r r i t o r y  of Aceh, 
Indonesia." By J. VanSant and Y.F. Weisel. A F ie ld  Report 
Prepared under USAID Contract  No. DSAN-C-0065. October 
1979. 

(Save t h e  Children Foundation/SCF) USA~D/office of P r i v a t e  
and Voluntary Cooperat ion. " ~ v a l u a t  i o n  of t h e  Mini Regional 
Rural Development P r o j e c t ,  Korea." By V.L. E l l i o t t .  
September 19 79. 

(Save t h e  Children Foundation/SCF) USAID/0ffice of P r i v a t e  and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "Save-the-Children's Program of 
Community Development i n  Ki r i l l apone  Shanty, S r i  Lanka. " 

By John 0.  F ie ld  and Nimali Kannangara. Ju ly  1981. 

(World Vision Rel ief  ~ r g a n i z a t i o n / ~ V ~ ~ )  U S A I D / O ~ ~ ~ C ~  of P r i v a t e  
and Voluntary Cooperation. "Report Evaluat ion of  AID Matching 
Grant t o  WVRO." By Charles G. W i l l i a m s .  March 1981. 
(Phi l ippines ,  Indonesia)  

General 

42. u ~ A I D / ~ a n g l a d e s h .  "Pr iva te  and Voluntary Organizat ions (PVOs) 
i n  Bangladesh and t h e  PVO Co-Financing P r o j e c t  Evaluation." 
By I. Buxell.  Apr i l  1977. 

43. ~ ~ ~ I ~ / I n d o n e s i a .  "PVO Co-f inancing (79-22) . " P r o j e c t  No. 
497-0225. 9 A u p s t  1979. (Re: Cooperative f o r  American 
Rel ief  Everywhere/CAKE, Cathol ic  Rel ief  ~e rv ices /CRS,  
Church World S e r v i c e / C ~ ~ )  

* 
44. USA1D/Of f i c e  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation. "Field 

V i s i t s  t o  PVO Pro jec t s :  Ph i l ipp ines ,  Indonesia,  South ~ a c i f i c . "  
Tr ip  Report by I. Austin Heyman. A p r i l  1980. 

* 
45. u ~ A ~ D / ~ f f i c e  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation. "My Recent 

V i s i t  i n  t h e  Phi l ippines ."  Tr ip  Report by Thomas H. Fox. 
5 November 1980. 

* 
46. U S A I D / O ~ ~ ~ C ~  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation. "My Recent 

V i s i t  t o  India."  Tr ip  Report by Thoaas H.  Fox. 7 November 
1980. 



Lat in  America 

ACCION 1nternationallA1TEC. "Credit,  Management Tra in ing and 
Business Education t o  Micro En te rp r i ses  i n  Urban and Rural 
La t in  America--First-year Report and Evaluation." AID/SOD/ 
PDC-G-0293. 1 September 1980. 

ACCION International/AITEC. "Descripci5n de un Programa de 
Desarro l lo  para  ~ ic roempresas . "  Cambridge, June 1980. 
(Colombia) 

ACCION International/AITEC. "Rural Development i n  Costa Rica." 
By J e f f r e y  Ashe. New York, 1978. 

(ACCION ~ n t e r n a t i o n a l / A ~ T E ~ )  USA1D/Costa Rica. " In tegra ted  
Rural Development P r o j e c t  (OPG)." P r o j e c t  Evaluat ion Summary, 
P ro jec t  No. 515-0129. January 1979. 

(ASCONA) U ~ A 1 ~ / C o s t a  Rica. "Evaluacibn de l a  Primera Donaci6n 
de A.I .D.  a Ascona (OPG No. 515-0142)." By John K. Hatch. 
New York, December 1980. (Costa Rica) 

(Associat ion of Services  f o r  t h e  Cooperation of Indigenous 
Mennonites/~SC~M) ~ S A ~ D / ~ a r a g u a y .  " ~ n d i a n  Sett lement (OPG 
No. 3/78) ." P r o j e c t  Evaluat ion Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 526-0120. 
Ju ly  1979. 

(Boy Scouts  of America) U S A I D / B U ~ ~ ~ U  f o r  L a t i n  h e r i c a  and t h e  
Caribbean. "Assessment of the  Boy Scout Community Development 
P r o j e c t s  i n  B r a z i l ,  Peru, Honduras and Guatemala." By Paul G. 
McGuire. February 1981. 

(Cathol ic  Rel ief  Services/CRS) USA1DIHait i . "Gros Morne Rural 
Development." P r o j e c t  Evaluation Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 521- 
0081. October 1978. 

(Cathol ic  Rel ief  ~ e r v i c e s / C ~ ~ )  USA~D/Uruguay . "Community 
Farms." P ro jec t  Evaluat ion Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 528-0100. 
October 1980. ( I n  Spanish) 

(Chol-Chol Foundation) USA1D/Chile. "Mapuche N u t r i t i o n   ducati ion." 
P r o j e c t  Evaluation Summary, P ro jec t  No. 513-0311. 1978. 

(Conse j o Nacional de Ent idades  de  Benef i c i e n c  ia/CoNEB) USAID/ 
Paraguay. "Community Se rv ices  f o r  Women and Disadvantaged 
People P ro jec t  . 'I ~ r o j  e c  t Evaluation Summary. Pro3 ec t - - - 
NO .- 526-0566. Apr i l  i980. 



(Cooperat ive f o r  American Re l i e f  Everywhere/CARE) USA1D/Peru. 
"OPG CARE--Community Food ~ r o d u c  t ion .  " P r o j e c t  Evalua t ion  
Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 527-0184. March 1981. 

(Cooperat ive f o r  American Re l i e f  Everywhere/CARE) USA1D/Peru, 
"Rural Water Heal th Services ."  P r o j e c t  Evalua t ion  Summary, 
P r o j e c t  No. 527-0177. A p r i l  1979. 

(CREDICOOP) USAID/Paraguay . "Credi t  Unions Pro  j ec t . " Pro  j ec  t 
Evalua t ion  Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 526-0101. November 1979. 

(Fe y Alegr fa)  USAID/Peru. "Vocational T ra in ing  i n  t h e  Pueblos 
Jovenes." P r o j e c t  Evalua t ion  Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 527-0181. 
January 1981. 

(Federaci6n Uruguaya de  Coopera t ivas  de  Ahorro y Cr6dito/FUCAC) 
USAID/Uruguay . "Credi t  Union Development Program. " P r o j e c t  
Evalua t ion  Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 528-0106. February 1980. 
( I n  Spanish)  

(Foundation f o r  Cooperat ive HousingIFCH) USAID/Panama. 
"Evaluat ion of Panama Opera t iona l  Program Grant (Aidlotr-G- 
1583),"  By Dick Owens. P r o j e c t  Evalua t ion  Summary. 
October 1980. 

H e i f e r  P r o j e c t  ~ n t e r n a t i o n a l / H ~ ~ .  "Evaluation F i e l d  Tes t  111: 
Guatemala." Grant No. ~ ~ ~ / p h a - G - 1 1 8 8 .  L i t t l e  Rock, Arkansas,  
1980. 

Helen K e l l e r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l .   v valuation of a Program t o  Prevent  
Xerophthalmia i n  H a i t i . "  New York, 1979. 

Medical Ass i s t ance  Programs 1 n t e r n a t i o n a l I W .  "Evaluat ion Report-- 
OPG 518-022 Rura l  Community Heal th."  By P a t r i c k  H. Marnane. 
Wheaton, I l l i n o i s ,  May 1981. (Ecuador) 

Medical Ass i s t ance  Programs 1 n t e r n a t i o n a l I W .  "An Eva lua t ion  
Review of t h e  Pachelpam Water p r o j e c t .  " By Maja Verapaz 
Cubulco. Wheaton, I l l i n o i s ,  May 1981. (Guatemala) 

Medical Ass i s t ance  Programs International/MAP. "San Antonio 
Maternal Child Heal th P r o j e c t  No. 1303--Evaluation Report." 
By Ricardo Crespo. Quito,  Ecuador, February 1981. 

Nat iona l  Rura l  E l e c t r i c  Cooperat ive ~ s s o c i a t i o n / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  " ~ u r a l  
E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  i n  Costa Rica:  V i a b i l i t y  Concepts and Evaluat ion."  
Washington, D.C.,  November 1980. 



(Nat iona l  Rural  E l e c t r i c  Cooperat ive Associatin/NRECA) USAID/ 
Bureau f o r  Program and Po l i cy  Coordinat ion.  I lo l iv ia :  
Rural  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n .  P r o j e c t  Impact ~va1ua'i:ion Report 
No. 16. December 1980. 

(Nat ional  Rura l  E l e c t r i c  Cooperat ive ~ s s o c i a t i o n / ~ R E C ~ )  USAID/ 
Bureau f o r  Program and Po l i cy  Coordinat ion.  Ecuador: 
Rural  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n .  P r o j e c t  Impact Evaluat ion Report 
No. 21. June 1981. 

(Nat ional  Rura l  E l e c t r i c  Cooperat ive ~ s s o c i a t i o n / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ )  USAID/ 
Bureau f o r  Program and Po l i cy  Coordination. The Product 
is Progress :  Rura l  E l e c t r i f i c a t i o n  i n  Costa Rica. P r o j e c t  
Impact Evalua t ion  Report No. 1981. 

(Overseas Education FundIOEF) USA1D/Costa Rica. "OEF/FOV 
Human Development P r o j e c t  (OPG 515-0140)." P r o j e c t  Eva lua t ion  
Summary. February 1981. 

(Overseas Education ~undlOEF) USA~D/~cuador .  "Tarqui Cooperat ive 
and Community Development." P r o j e c t  Evalua t ion  Summary, 
P r o j e c t  No. 518-0008. May 1981. (Ecuador) 

Planning Ass i s t ance ,  Inc./PAI. " F i r s t  Year Evaluat ion:  Management 
Support S e r v i c e s  Grant /Lat in  America. I' Washington, D .C. ,  
1979. (Costa Rica)  

(Planning Ass i s t ance ,  Inc.  /PkI) USAID/Of f i c e  of P r i v a t e  and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "Evaluation of P lanning  Ass is tance ."  
By J e s s i c a  Romm, Gerald McIntyre and Edward Glaeser .  
August-September 1979. 

(Sa lva t ion  Army World Se rv i ces  o f f  ~ C ~ / S A W S O )  U S A I D / O ~ ~  i c e  of 
P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation. "An Assessment of t h e  
S a l v a t i o n  Army's Housing P r o j e c t  i n  Tecpan, Guatemala and 
Other Related P r o j e c t s . "  By JoAnn E. G l i t t enbe rg .  Un ive r s i t y  
of Colorado, 11 March 1980. 

(Save t h e  Chi ldren  Federa tion/SCF) USAID/Colombia. "Save t h e  
Children--Colombia, Opera t iona l  Program Grant .  " P r o j e c t  
Evaluat ion Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 514-0210-280-240. September . 



(Save t h e  Children Federation/SCF) USA1~/0ffice of P r i v a t e  and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "CBIRD Revisi ted:  An In-depth Evaluation 
of t h e  Ef fec t s  of a Development Program Grant: on Save t h e  Chil- 
dren Federat ion's  Program i n  Colombia and Honduras." By Mayra 
Buvinie. Grant No. AIDISOD-147-0319. Washington, D.C., 1980. 

(Summer I n s t i t u t e  of ~ i n g u i s t i c s / S I ~ )  USAID/Bolivia. "SIL 
Leadership Training f o r  Indigenous Language Groups." 
P r o j e c t  Evaluation Summary, P ro jec t  No. 511-0460. June 
1981. 

Technoserve, Inc. " ~ a k i n g  Stock: A Case Study of a C a t t l e  P ro jec t  
i n  E l  Salvador." By Susan Goldmark. 

(United Chr i s t i an  Missionary Society)  USAID/Paraguay. "Health 
Education I1 (OPG No. 4/78)." By Lucia I b a r r a  d e  Terol.  
P r o j e c t  Evaluation Summary, P r o j e c t  No. 526-0306. May 1979. 
( I n  Spanish) 

(Wisconsin-Nicaragua Par tne r s )  ~~AID/Nicaragua.  "East Coast 
Delivery Pro jec t ,  OPG 524-0193." P ro jec t  Evaluation Summary. 
March 1980. 

General * 
84. USAID/Bolivia. "Agribusiness and Artisanry ." P r o j e c t  Evaluation 

Summary, P ro jec t  No. 511-0472. January 1981. 

85. USA1~/Costa Rica. "Hojancha-~andayure: Evaluation of F i r s t  
Year A c t i v i t i e s ,  Ju ly  1976-June 1977." P r o j e c t  Evaluation 
Summary, 1977. 

86. ~ ~ A I ~ / ~ c u a d o r .  " ~ i v e  Rural Health P r o j e c t s  (OPG 518-0002) . " 

Pro jec t  Evaluation Summary. January 1980. 

87. u S A ~ ~ / H a i t i .  "Small Farmer Marketing Pro jec t  (521-0083) . " 
Pro jec t  Evaluation Summary. March 1981. 

* 
88. USAID/O£ f i c e  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation. "Colombia, 

The Dominican Republic and ~a i t i - - -Oc tober  1-15, 1980. " 
T r i p  Report by Deborah Mace. 5 January 1981. 

* 
89. USAID/O~ f i c e  of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary Cooperation. "Guatemala, 

Ecuador, and Bolivia--March 23-April 17, 1981." Tr ip  
Report by Ronald Ul l r i ch .  



Near East 

(Catholic Relief Services/CRS) USAIDlBureau for Program 
and Policy Coordination. Morocco: Food Aid and Nutrition 
Education. Project Impact Evaluation Report No. 8. 
Washington, D.C., August 1980. 

(Catholic Relief Services/CRS) USAID/Morocco. "Self-Help 
Food for Work: CRS Rural Development Project, Figuig 
Province, Morocco." Fifth Progress Report. Grant No. 
AXDINE-G-1392. Project Evaluation Summary #79-03. 
March 1979. 

(Community Development Foundation/CDF) USAIDlBureau for Near 
East. "Community Development--West Bank, Gaza Strip." 
By Peter Benedict. Project Evaluation Summary, Grant No. 
AID/NE-6-1303, Project No. 298-0143. March 1981. 

(Cooperative for American Relief ~verywhere/~A~~) USAID/ 
Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination. Tunisia: 
CARE Water Projects. Project Impact Evaluation Report 
No. 10. October 1980. 

(Save the Children Founda t ion/SCF) "Community Based, Rural 
Development: Mahweit." By Amal Rassam and Peter Benedict. 
Project Evaluation Summary, Proj ec t No. 279-0031, August 
1980. (Yemen) 

(Young Men's Christian Association/YMCA) USAIDILebanon. 
"YMCA Vocational Education Project: Evaluation of the 
AID-YMCA Vocational Training Program." Project Evaluation 
Summary, Project No. 268-0309. 

General * 
96. UsA1~/0ffice of Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "PVOS in 

Sudan." Trip Report by Thomas H. Fox. 4 November 1980. 

World-Wide 
* 
97. ACCION ~nternational/A~TEC. "PISCES (Program for Investment in 

the Small Capital Enterprise Sector Phase I): Assisting 
the Smallest Scale Economic Activities of the Urban Poor." 
By Jeffrey Ashe. Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1980. 



Cooperative League of the USA~CLUSA. "Guidelines for Project 
Evaluation." Washington, D.C.9 1981. 

(Coordination in Development, I~C./CODEL) Robert R. Nathan 
Associates, Inc. "An Evaluation of Coordination in 
Development, Inc. (CODEL)." Grant No. AI~/otr-c-1380. 
Washington, D.C., 1978. (Africa, Latin America) 

Heifer Project International/HPI. "Heifer Project International,, 
Inc .--Design Evaluation Project . " Grant No. A1~/Pha-G-1188. 
Little Rock, Arkansas, 1980. 

(Heifer Project International/H~I) UsA~~/Office of Private and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "Evaluation of Heifer P-oject 
International's Performance Under AID/PDC/PVC Development 
Program Grant." Trip Report by Douglas W. Butchart. 
July 1981. 

(Institute of Cultural AffairslI~A) ~sAID/office of Private and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "A Formative Evaluation Report on 
the International Development Program of the Institute of 
Cultural Affairs (ICA)." Grant No. A1D/~ha-G-1151. August 
1979. 

(International Executive Service CO~~./IESC) UsAI~/Office of 
Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "IESC Evaluation." 
By E. Betzig. Washington, D.C., February 1981. 

International Voluntary ~ervices/~VS.  valuation--International 
Voluntary Services Inc ." By Cleo F. Shook. Grant No. AID/ 
SOD/PDC-C-0241. Washington, D.C., 1979. 

(Meals for Millions/~reedom from Hunger Foundation) USAID/ 
Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation. "Meals for 
Millions Foundation--Evaluation." By Marion Frazao. 
Washington, D.C., 1981. 

Medical Assistance Programs  international/^^^. "second Year 
Report: 1 July 1980-30 June 1981." Matching Grant No. 
AID/soD/~Dc-G-0269. Wheaton, Illinois, May 1981. (Ecuador, 
Zaire, Bangladesh, Guatemala) 

(New Transcentury ~oundation/~~F) U S A I D / O ~ ~ ~ C ~  of Private and 
Voluntary Cooperation. "Future Directions for U.S. Government 
Funding of Management Development Services for Private 
Voluntary Organizations." By Mary 3. Anderson and John 
Woodward Thomas. 



108. (Overseas Education F U ~ ~ / O E F )  Juarez and Associates,  Inc. 
"Evaluation Report of Overseas Education Fund. " AID/SOD / 
PDC-G-0134. Washington, D.C. ,  February 1981. 

* 
109. (Overseas Education F U ~ ~ / O E F )  Rose-Avila, Carolyn A. "Field 

Evaluation of t h e  Overseas Education Fund." Contract No. 
AID/PDC-100-5-00-1071-00. 14 September 1981. 

* 
110. Par tnership  f o r  ~ r o d u c t i v i t y / ~ f ~ .  "An Analysis  of t h e  Development 

of PfP Evaluation P o l i c i e s  and Procedures, 1978-1981, with 
Suggested P r i o r i t i e s  f o r  FY 1982." L e t t e r  from Cheryl 
Lassen and Andrew Oerke. 26 May 1981. 

* 
111. (Planning Ass is tance  ~ n c o r p o r a t e d / P A ~ )  ~ ~ A ~ ~ j ~ f f i c e  of P r i v a t e  

and Voluntary Cooperation. "An Assessment of Planning 
Assistance,  Inc.  Management Support Services  Grant No. 
AID/SOD/PDC-G-0095 and General Suggestions About A I D  
Supported Management Services f o r  Indigenous P r i v a t e  and 
Voluntary Organizations." By Loren F inne l l .  June 1981. 
(Guatemala, Honduras, Costa Rica, Kenya) 

* 
112. P r i v a t e  Agencies Col labora t ing  Together, 1nc./pACT. "Inputs 

t o  an A.I.D. Evaluat ion of P r i v a t e  Agencies Collaborat ing 
Together, Inc.,  December 1974 through March 1975--Final 
Report." By Paul  P r e n t i c e  and J u l i e t t e  Muscat. 

* 
113. P ro jec t  Concern ~ n t e r n a t i o n a l / ~ C ~ .  "Report on Current S t a t u s  

of Evaluation A c t i v i t i e s . "  AID/SOD/PDC-G-O~~~. San Diego, 
Ca l i fo rn ia ,  Ju ly  1980. (The Gambia, Bol iv ia ,  Guatemalt, 
Mexico) 

* 
114. Salvat ion  Army World Services  Office/SAWSO. "Development Program 

Grant Impact Evaluation f o r  t h e  Salvat ion  Army World Services  
Off i c e .  " By Michael Rohla. Washington, D. C . , August 1980. 

115. Salvat ion  Army World Services  0 f f i c e / ~ A ~ ~ 0 .  "semi-Annual Report 
of t h e  Development Program Grant f o r  t h e  United S t a t e s  
Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development. " AID/phg-G-1196. 
1 August 1980. 

116. Technoserve, Inc .  "Monitoring and Socia l  Impact Analysis  a s  
Applied t o  En te rp r i se  Development." Norwalk, Connecticut,  
1981. 



World Educat ion,  I~c./wEI. "Evaluat ion of to to:.^-Kilemba 
and PRRM-SAM a t  Midpoint: An Assessment of t h e  Nonformal 
Education P ro jec t . "  By Noreen Clark ,  0. Gakuru and Pedro 
Ac ie r to .  J u l y  1979. (Kenya, P h i l i p p i n e s ;  r e :  World 
Education Inc . ,  The Na t iona l  C h r i s t i a n  Council  of Kenya, 
The P h i l i p p i n e  Rural  Recons t ruc t ion  Movement) 

World Education Inc./WEI. " In t eg ra t ed  Family L i f e  Education 
P r o j e c t  Assessment." By John J. P e t t i t .  Madison, Wisconsin, 
1977. 

World Educat ion,  Inc./WEI. "Report on t h e  S t a f f  Evalua t ion  
Workshop, June 18/19, 1979." By Thomas B. Keehn and 
Josperdean Kobes. J u l y  1979. 

(World Educat ion,  I ~ c . / w E I )  USAID/Office of P r i v a t e  and Voluntary 
Cooperation. %econd Year Evalua t ion  of t h e  World Educat ion,  
Inc . ,  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Development  rant." By Edward A. Glaeser .  
Grant No. AID/SOD/PDC-G-0072. 1979. 

Young Meq's C h r i s t i a n  ~ s s o c i a t i o n / Y M C ~ .  "Strengthening Develop- 
ment Capaci ty:  An Evalua t ion  of t h e  YMCA Development 
Program." Grant No. AID/PHA-G-1103. New York, 1978. 

(Young Men's C h r i s t i a n  Associat ion/YM~k) Ki lb r idge ,  Maurice. 
" I n s t i t u t i o n a l  S t rengthening  of t h e  YMCA f o r  Development 
Work. I t  (Execut ive Summary of mid-term eva lua t ion  of t h e  
YMCA.) Cambridge, Massachuset ts ,  1981. 

(Young Men's C h r i s t i a n  ~ s s o c i a t i o n / Y l 4 ~ ~ )  Ki lb r idge ,  Maurice. 
"YMCA Matching Grant Program Evalua t ion:  Report t o  t h e  
Agency f o r  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Development." Grant AIDISOD/ 
PDC-G-0123. ( P h i l i p p i n e s ,  Kenya, Uruguay, Colombia, 
Hong Kong) 

General * 
124. Beardsley,  John R. "A Framework and Plan  f o r  Undertaking a 

Pre l iminary  Assessment of Se lec ted  PVO Development Ass i s t ance  
P r o j e c t s  and Ref in ing  Hypotheses t o  Guide Fur the r  work." 
March 1980. 

* 
125. Beardsley,  John R .  "Assessment of PVO Impacts: A Report on 

Appropr ia te  I n i t i a t i v e s  f o r  t h e  PVC o f f i c e . "  1 8  September 
1979. 



* 
126. Beardsley, John R. "The Implementation of Development Assistance 

Projects by Private and Voluntary Organizations--A review 
of what is known about sources of success and difficulty, 
a discussion of what lines further analysis might take." 
December 1979. 

127. Development Associates, Inc. "~ssessment of Cooperative 
Development Organizations." AID/SOD/PDC-C-003%. Washington, 
D .C., October 1980. (Re: Credit Union National ~ssociation/ 
CUNA, Cooperative League of the USA/CEUSA, National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association/NRECA, Agricultural Coopera- 
tive Development International/ACDI) 

128. Development Associates, Inc. "Draft System for Evaluating 
Cooperative Development ~rojects." AID/SOD/PDC-C-O~~~. 
Washington, D.C., 15 September 1981. 

129. Development Associates, Inc. Summary and Listing of Cooperative 
Development Grants and Contracts Funded by AID: 1962-1980. 
AID/OSD/PDC-C-00158. Washington, D.C., October 1980. (Re: 
Credit Union National ~ s s o c i a t i o n / ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  Cooperative League 
of the USA~CLUSA, National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association/NR~~~, Agricultural Cooperative Development 
1n ternat ional /ACDI) 

* 
130. Finnell, Loren. "An Analysis of A. I .D. Relationships with 

Indigenous Private and Voluntary Agencies." November 1979. 

* 
131. New Transcentury Foundation/NTF. "A Report of the Impact of 

the Development Program Grant (DPG), Agency for International 
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